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VR?T 8Wi1t % tfatTPRiflf ( TBJT ) Jm ^ WftftWF 3H^9T 3ftT 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 

fitrf : 

CTnrw f*mro) 

-%$ 8 facFSTC, 2006 • 

, (HIW) ‘ 

4174 .—Wttl 3?fatWl, 1961 (1961 q&T43) R *JRT 10 4^5 (23 *T) ^(iv) ^Rpqf qfjj 

irfri ^ ^ mm ^g i t i -*& <Etat £ ftr arercr; 24 ’qyrtt( ) nffere sfareT (5 *f£ 

3T? W RT t) ^ fhftft ^cT £TCI W9T W\ M 95^ 3R wf ^ SISST#? ^ 

2004-2005 ^ 2006-2007 ^ oafoj tRcT 3119 9 91WT <flm 9$ *TRTt : 

(l) 3T?9 3199T -<£ %i <rR>T IWi *£«fd9l cf«n R 

fsw$ im isrrq^i ^ t h*it -&q 9 w irfircra 3 arfeaiFi i a^, 2002 ^^ far 

^vt 9T w£wm<iT&& qi t, 3?iu <£ wn efft Trf^T <£ r? yfavki site ^ *?t fwfr 

Tf qf=^ cp^ 3Tf«SF -=T^T 

(ii) R*rr ^j ^ rf 99 ? 3 ml aroffti^9 Kii 19 ft zwm (5)3 fcfyfW fast 

3TS^T 37fu^T ^1 STOcH rf^* ^ f*Pl rT^T 3 frfu (^-^ifgTFF, 9^#^ 3Tlf^ ^ ^ W 

cT«H 313Tf^n 3T?KR ^ f^R) r$ ^Tt 3i£M ^ ^TRT 
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(iii) "w 3Tfa*jarcr f«Rit sift Fbrt, ^rf far <t>Kl«iK ^ uirt eir*T ct®tt sitin'! f) for 

<6f<foR 4H*4T Ff> 4^*i) opt «i(ki yi^”Pl®h ^TFT Ft F®TT "4 3TcT»T ^ HFt "RsT! 

^TTcTt H; 

(iv) RTWI tm Wl 3lfafWT, 1961 ^ ^ 3FJ1HK 3Rfot 3TRT focRiift ^ ^ 3TTW ITfelff "% W 

'riHsitf ^TTf; 

(V) W\ ftqfa 3 7TWI W\ ^faffocl Tlfw afo ilftRWlfiraf W1 -3^ ^ fo^ft ^p£ft| 

srfiRjxHi ftwi sift ^ 3im «£ yrefoFcrf tr Ft 'R for - ?*! f*f ^ uikiWarf ^ft foRft 3 f*t mfcr 3i«rar arm 

m m*n <*t zm -m, sirrr; sfafo^R, 1961 ^ ^rnf ^ 3 fo^trc fortn -mjiu * 

[ 3rf*R£Hf R. 245/2006/ T R U 197/81 /2006-31RRTR ft. -I ] 

sm - 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

(Central Board of Direct Taxes) 

New Delhi, the 8th September, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 4174. — In exercise of powers conferred by the Sub-clause (iv) of the Clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income 
tax Act. 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby notifies that any income received by any person on behalf of “Sri 
Ramkrishna Ashram, 24Parganas (South), West Bengal” (hereinafter the “Institution”) shall not be included in the total 
income of such person as assessable for the Assessment Years 2004-05 to 2006-07 subject to the following conditions : 

(i) the Institution will apply its income, or accumulate for application, wholly and exclusively to the objects for 
which it is established and in a case where more than fifteen percent of its income is accumulated on or after the 
1 st day of April, 2002, the period of the accumulation of the amount exceeding fifteen per cent of its income shall 
in no case exceed five years; 

(ii) the Institution will not invest or deposit its fund (other than voluntary contribution received and maintained in 
the form of jewellery, furniture, etc.) for any period during the previous years relevant to the assessment years 
mentioned above otherwise than in any one or more of the forms or modes specified in Sub-section (5) of the 
Section 11; 

(iii) this notification will not apply in relation to any income being profits and gains of business, unless the 
business is incidental to the attainment of the objectives of the Institution and separate books of account are 
maintained in respect of such business; 

(iv) the Institution will regularly file its return of income before the Income tax authority in accordance with the 
provisions of the Income tax Act, 1961; 

(v) that in the event of dissolution of the Institution, its surplus and the assets will be given to an organization with 
similar objectives. 

This notification is applicable only to the recipients of income on behalf of the Institution’ and not to any other 
receipt or income of such recipients. Taxability or otherwise of the income of the Institution would be separately considered 
as per the provisions of the Income tax Act, 1961. * 

Notification No. 245/2006/F. No. 197/81/2006-TTA-I1 

DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. < 

M 15 2006 

(37rin£T) 

W.3TT. 4175.—3?fafoqR, 1961 (1961 43) 10 (23 71) (iv) 5TOTO 3 l fod*lT 

wft] fir ^ rtofr qFFgro ^ w) t for f siftqegi 

"tfwT’^FT wi) for*ft ozrf^T SKI W ^ ^ 3?R THH^Rsld ^ 3tsq*fa^5? ftsjforr 2006-2007 

$ 2008-2009 ^ fofl* 3IPT 3 FRPfcl 3ITO ^ ^ xf ^ ; 
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(l) ^TS*TT 3TPT «ffl 3TO3T 3TTft 3TRI cffi ^*7T^ cp^ ^ 3R^T WT cT«TI 3H-Md<ll 3d 3^df 

«f> t<rl^ r»M<^ bin'll 38JT 33T HIHcrl *¥ *l*\ vltrRid 3lftR> 3TR 1 3$<d, 2002 

«f> fR ^ "dT sJ««b ^vt71^ "t, Tlf?T «1> M*<6 yfdVld ^ 'RFt 3T3ftJ 

fa># ^ 3Tf«f^ d#' #ft ^T%Ti; 

(ii) n -&vm (5) e f^rt 

T3*P 3T«rarr l^r 3 3TfiRr 3d 3?«7^ dfatN f*Fd rfM 3 3TRffdfa 9 RNt <£ ^ 

<T*IT 3Tjd$?cf ^%«F 3 (Vi<(h d) f*TR) «ffi f*i<^?l df>t 3T*mT 3$ «TR7 d?t 

(lii) m 3lftR£RT fa# 3TPI# #1 3 efl^dFf ##, # fa <*kW ^ W cTI^ 3«n 3rf*WTd # <RF fa ^TT 
7-fWl # 3^F^ # ylEn fa %TI yrtfPi<t) d?f fa 3*71 ^ 4>kl4k fa *H*J "4 3T<rffi fa falsH jffafcFitf dfa <*sfl 
'flidl fa; » 

(iv) fa**n 37PRR aifafam, 1961 fa urwff fa sejhr arcfa m famt farffm ^ fa zwm intent fa mts 
'tlftsici 

(V) faRd fat f**7f% fafa**7T apt srfclfTcW Tlftfa fafa dlfakfaW7RH 3^fT ^ *ffafa #T3d fat fa fat ‘anfani 

3Tf^it fa7*7T fat fafa fa 3TR fa *ill t rt«bcrf dl fa dlR^fafat d ffa ?73 d<t? fa yiKt4>dl Ski (fa# yiP-a SRST^T 3TR7 X R! 

^ft ^TT^cTT 3T«^T 3f^«7T &W tR, 3TRRR 3lf#W, 1961 ^ ^ 37^ tJsrsf ^ ^ f^gn f^RTl 

26^/2006m U 197/90/2006-37R^T(ft.-I] 

Tpf, 


New Delhi, the 15th September, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.0.4175,—In exercise of powers conferred by the sub-clause (iv)of the Clause {23C)of Section 10 of the Income tax 
Act. 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby notifies that any income received by *.y person on behalf of 
“Leishiphung Christian Hospital Association, Manipur” (hereinafter the “Institution”) shall not be included in the total 
income of such person as assessable for the Assessment Years 2006-07 to 2008-09 subject to the following conditions : 

(i) the Institution will apply its income, or accumulate for application, wholly and exclusively to the objects for 
which it is established and in a case where more than fifteen per cent of its income is accumulated on or after the 
1 st day of April, 2002, the period of the accumulation of the amount exceeding fifteen per cent of its income shal 1 
in no case exceed five years; 

(ii) the Institution will not invest or deposit its fund (other than voluntary contribution received and maintained in 
the form of jewellery, furniture, etc.) for any period during the previous years relevant U the assessment years 
mentioned above otherwise than in anyone or more of the forms or modes specified in Sul-section (5) of the 
Section 11; 

(iii) tiiis notification will not apply in relation to any income being profits and gains of business, unless the 
business is incidental to the attainment of the objectives of the Institution and separate books of account are 
maintained in respect of such business; 

(iv) the Institution will regularly file its return of income before the Income tax authority in accordance with the 
provisions of the Income tax Act, 1961; 

(v) that in the event of dissolution of the Institution, its surplus and the assets will be given to an organization with 
similar objectives. 

This notification is applicable only to the recipients of income on behalf of the Institution and not to any other receipt 
or income of such recipients. Taxability or otherwise of the income of the Institution would be separately considered as per 
the provisions of the Income tax Act, 1961. 

[Notification No. 268/2006/E No. 197/90/2006-ITA-I] 
‘ DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 
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18 fTFPFT, 2006 

(3TTFFJT) 

FR.3IT. 4176.—37RF7T FfafRFF, 1961 (1961 FR 43) Fft FIT! 10 Rfr T3F (23 F) (iv) IRT FFF 4?lRfcTqT FR 

#i fr3 IF ^ rtfrt ff stffercjfFR wt t fa “^r'R^ TT^T'apW, , ter ffft fte, Tjarf ” (5^ 

^TTWT” IRfI't' ) F(t 3Tf3 T^ fF>flt cqfFR SKf (Tl'-cl F>t Ff F>lf 3TTF fRHfdftsId ¥ldl Fv 37«FFlR F»? f^rfrffT oPf 
2005-2006 2007-2008 FF> Fi' fRF oqfctdFfl TlFiR 37TF "*¥ 37TF ^ T»F t}' Vllfad FF) F>t '*ll^ , fl : 

(i) 7TT3IT 3TFR1 3FF FR ^■kl^icrl 37?TFI ^(Mdt 3FF FR ^Micrl F>T--1 F> fcRF. RTRFiT TTFFR cT^JT •SR^TrRI FR 

^ fRT?; FT^lt Ifafa fan fFFft WPH F?t Ff f cT«TT FTT FIF^ if «r?T V&& TO FfRRF T* 3rftRF 37TF 3pfa, 2002 
^ F?R f^R F FT FTf^ F?FIcf 37TF TT^ FTt Ff t, FSFft 3TFT ^ R?3 F7t Tfftl ^ F^F FlcWR 3 RfFFT Fft RTt 

arafa fFTTTt Ft fwf^r fir F*f ^ rTfft rfT fHt rt%R; 

(ii) 7TTRT 49(jFd FF fRFfTR FFf F 7TFR ^iRff cptf FTt fFTTTt Ft RFfa F^^TTR FJTT 11 FTtFFFTTT ( 5) ^‘ fafR^? f^TTt 
FF7 3TFFT ^ 77 srfFFT FF 3??7on R fapR cR^‘ F 3TFRI fRfa (^FT-RFlfFTTR, FT#iJ7 STlft 

FFT Spjrf^R 3WH F f*FR) FR Mr RFf FTtFtRFFT FTFT RFf F7*Ft; 

(iii) ff 37f^^n fast Ttrft rtf Ft 7 Tf'f ^rt^r^T FtFt, ^ fa fr7>fr f ftft rtr fft 3rf^RiR it rf fft fa t&f 

4 MtUK RRTl Ft F^?f¥ -snf^ ^ fan .'SraPW RFF Ft cT«n RRRR ^ W 7 RRR R ^T §1 RFf R# 

RIFt Ff; 

(iv) RWT 37R RR 37MW7, 1961 ^ RlR^lR’ ^ 3^RK SPRft fRcjRjft tR% RR R 3TRRR mf^Kl ^ RR^T W 
RRR; 

(V) f^RR fwfF 3 RRR ^ ^PdRe+d TTf^FTT 3^ RRRWlRfqf OTR ^ Fit ^ FT RHpftl 

FF RfiRJFRT ^RR tTW ;>< ^ RR ^ tliwdf FT Ft RT^FtFt R % ^ TRF ^ FTFTW ^RI ferft FtfR 37FF1 RR 

FT I TTTFT Fit FRT^FFl 37FFT ^ 'RTF FT, 3RFFR 37MRFF, 1961 ^ FFFFf ^ RJTTR ^FFi RF ^ tFFR fFRl RrRFTI 

[3tfFTJFRITi 269/2006/FR. Tt. l97/49/2006-3tPRRfR -I] 

FtFFi Fif, 3TFT TTfFF 


New Delhi, the 18th September, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.0.4176. —In exercise of powers conferred by the sub-clause (iv) of the Clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby notifies that any income received by any person on behalf of 
“Chief Minister’s Relief Fund, Mantralaya, Madam Cama Road, Mumbai” (hereinafter the “Institution”) shall not be 
included in the total income of such person as assessable for the Assessment Years 2005-2006 to 2007-2008 subject to 
the following conditions: 

(i) the Institution will apply its income, or accumulate for application, wholly and exclusively to the objects for 
which it is established and in a case where more than fifteen per cent of its income is accumulated on or after the 
1 st day of April, 2002, the period of the accumulation of the amount exceeding fifteen per cent of its income shall 
in no case exceed five years; 

(ii) the Institution will not invest or deposit its fund (other than vol untary contribution and maintained in the form 
of jewellery, furniture, etc.) for any period during the previous years relevant to the assessment years mentioned 
above otherwise than in anyone or more of the forms or modes specified in sub-section (5) of the Section 11; 

(iii) this notification will not apply in relation to any income being profits and gains of business, unless the 
business is incidental to the attainment of the objectives of the Institution and separate books of account are 
maintained in respect of such business; 

(iv) the Institution will regularly file its return of income before the Income Tax Authority in accordance with the 
provisions of the Income Tax Act, 1961; 

(v) that in the event of dissolution of the Institution, its surplus and the assets will be given to an organization with 
similar objectives. 





IWin—TSPS 3(ii)] 


:3^r28,2006/^W6, 1928. 


9027 


This notification is applicable only to the recipients of income on behalf of the Institution and not to any other receipt 
or income of such recipients. Taxability or, otherwise of the income of the Institution would be separately considered as per 
die provisions of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

[Notification No. 269/2006/F. No. 197/49/2006-1TA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

^ teft, 21 2006 

(3mra»r) 

TST.3TT. 4177,—1961 (1961 ^FT 43) mi 10 ^ (23 "H) (iV) ^ 31^ TTfoptf 

iptW ^ ^ ^ $ f^F "an ifa n fJ ft H arfa* xK m fft R ffirew 3ifar jtoiT, 

(ssafr m ”wn” wror $) 3 f^ft sqfar sm wz M sir ftFifate ^ ^ avwfa ^rr 

Pwh^T ^ 2001-2002 % 2003-2004 cl3F «F> ^ oqfad '4>t 31P1 3114 4> TFR Jfilfifci : 

(i) 3RT4 4?T 3144T at'pft 3n4 4H 4» <ra4>l 1WR rf4T 3rl 3^1 

wr? 4ft ^1771^ -tf -zfti yf^rfT 3 3?f^ 3 m ark??, 2002 

H 43$ f*\4 4T W^Tcf 3RR tr«F3r 4>t M t, «ipi $ if^TER *ft XlfTT ^ 4=5? Ufci^Ri 3 arfv^p *tft 4ft 
3T^f«T ^ -qf^ ^ ^ 3crfv^» 

(ii) ffwr 494^ 4* 44 ?3 w\«M44T *ftarafa ^mi 11 (5) 

^ 3R«T4T ^ 3*fa4> TTT 3m t^Nf ^ f*FT cfWf 3 SPpft fftfa ’'FfN* Sfift ^ 3 TTCT 

(in) 4 * 3 rftR£HT fonsft zm ^ sbft, -sit 5 > ukR arf^nernr ^ ftp t&t 

4>lft4K ^1 4ft mf4T UJ#I4> 4lft ll 4*H cST^4R WN "3 3KFT ^ }jffd<6R( Wt 

iirnt if; 

(iv) 3TOFT 1961 3 IT^VHf 3TT=ft 3?T4 ^ ^ 31PWK ^ TTR^f >+ 1^1 

(v) aft fcgrffr if ^gn a i fdf^ r i TffW ajk -qf^tqf^n TO vqw 'Wt $I 


3lf^J^3T aNrT^TWI ^»t 3^ ^ 3fTT4 ’dT ift 3 ^1 rRf^ TRRirlf "SRI 9iPo 31*^1 

amt xr 4>o^4c ti 3m smt«n atm^rn, amm 1961 ^ a^tR-^F^fq^R ^tii 

[arftt^mn *. 272/2006m ii i97/62/2006-atmrfi.-i] 

.’:<k. I 1 • r> 

<Th 4> ml, ar^r 

New Delhi, the 21 st September, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 


S.0.4177. —In exercise of powers conferred by the Sub-clause (iv) of the Clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income 
tax Act. 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby notifies that any income received by any person on behalf of 
“Organisation of Pharmaceutical Producers of India, Mumbai** (hereinafter the “Institution”) shall not be included in the 
total income of such person as assessable for the Assessment Years 2001>2002 to 2003-2004 subject to the following 
conditions: 

<i) the Institution will apply its income, or accumulate for application, wholly and exclusively to the objects for 
which it is established and in a case where more than fifteen per cent of its income is accumulated on or after the 
1st day of April, 2002, the period of the accumulation of the amount exceeding fifteen per cent of its income shall 
in no case exceed five years; , 

(ii) the Institution will not invest or deposit its fund (other than voluntary contribution received and maintained in 
the form of jewellery, furniture, etc.) for any period during the previous years relevant to the assessment years 
mentioned above otherwise than in anyone or more of the forms or modes specified in sub-section (5) of the 
Section 11; 

(iii) this notification will not apply in relation to any income being profits and gains of business, unless the 

business is incidental to the attainment of the objectives of the Institution and separate books of account are 
maintained in respect of such business; < 
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(iv) the Institution will regularly file its return of income before the Income tax authority in accordance with the 
provisions of the Income Tax Act, 1961; 

(v) that in the event of dissolution of the Institution, its surplus and the assets will be given to an organization with 
similar objectives. 

This notification is applicable only to the recipients of income on behalf of the Institution and not to any other receipt 
or income of such recipients. Taxability or otherwise of the income of the Institution would be separately considered as per 
the provisions of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

[Notification No. 272/2006/F. No. 197/62/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, UnderSecy. 

M teft, 21 2006 

(3TTER5FT) 

4178.—-3TO3R 1961 (1961 ^T43) VRT lO^^fe (23 *0 (iv) UKI TRtT Slfal4f 

"STOW ^ ^ ^5 RRfiK WjgRT StfSRjfaRT t far * ’ f (^fa - ^ * ‘R**n ’ ’ 

TO t) 4< fa^ft ^RT 3RT STCT ^ RTR ftHfafett mf ^ 37«2fafa ^ faqhui zfa 2004-2005 £ 

2006-2007 ^ fan* ^ sqf^RT ^ SIR "4* ^Rpfa 3TR ^ 3 Wf ^f! ; 

(i) r*rt snrft 3 m rsrt amt str ^ ci*ct 3ffrri s&K 

farc* oB^ft far# fan* wtt? ^ i ct«n trt rr# 3 rrf ufauM ^ str srfo, 2002 

^ f?R RT RT^Tcf 37R TRR 31R R#R #[ Tjf?T # JfRWd R 3ffaeF #7 SRfa 

faiRt «ft fa«tfa ^ Rlfa cfa R 3Tf*RT #ft TflUrq; 

(ii) to y ^ 3 to T jjNraf rr? ^ fa*ft 3Rfa <£ *iri n ^ ( 5 ) $ fafafe farcft 

TT^ 3T8RJT TT^ ^ 3Tfe TR 3T*RT RlfaT ^ f%FR <R#T 3 3RRt fafa (^cR-vr|G|ff^,d, RRfa* 3fffa ^ ^R "4 7TTRT 

<T*JT 3 f*R) ^7 RF? RTOI RTRI Rf)' 

(iii) R? RfaRjRRTfarsft3 to^rrr^ en^Rsf FRft,#far chuldK3 wa ritr R«n 37f^n«7 

^'lOflR ^ ’s&ii -aft yifRi ^ wfw ^ *i<Nr ^ ^ arm ^ jjfei+fn’ vst 

■^TRft ¥f; 

(iv) 7TWI 37R ^R 37f«^RRT, 1961 ^ HmHf ^ 37JRR 3PRt fc^fl ^ 37RT^R ^ 

(v) froR fW?r -4’ to 3tftffoRi Tifrof rrh ^ ^ ^ ^rti 

R? 37f^^rRi c^dcH ^RSfl ^f[ 3?f7 3TO ^ SII'-rJohdl Rf R f^T ^R cR^ - ^ yiKIchflf 'gRT yif^fl 37?T^| 3TO 

m i ^ 3?m ^Ri^cn srrh sttosr strrr 1961 ^ ^ 3r^rr r f^n 

[37ftJ^!lR. 273/2006/RR. R. 197/91/2006-3TO^RlR.-I] 

RTf, 3T^T Rpc(^ 

New Delhi, the 21 st September, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 4178. — In exercise of powers conferred by the Sub-clause (i v) of the Clause (23C) of Section 1 0 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby notifies that any income received by any person on behalf of 
“Tamil Nadu Trade Promotion Organisation, Chennai” (hereinafter the “Institution”) shall not be included in the total 
income of such person as assessable for the Assessment Years 2004-2005 to 2006-2007, subject to the following 
conditions : 

(i) the Institution will apply its income, or accumulate for application, wholly and exclusively to the objects for 
which it is established and in a case where more than fifteen per cent of its income is accumulated on or after the 
1 st day of April, 2002, the period of the accumulation of the amount exceeding fifteen per cent of its income shall 
in no case exceed five years; 

(ii) the Institution will not invest or deposit its fund (other than voluntary contribution received and maiotained in 
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the form of jewellery, furniture, etc.) for any period during the previous years relevant to the assessment years 
mentioned above otherwise than in any one or mote of the forms or modes specified in sub-section (5) of the 
Section 11; 

(iii) this notification will not apply in relation to any income being profits and gams of business, unless the 
business is incidental to the attainment of the objectives of the Institution and separate books of account are 
maintained in respect of such business; 

(iv) the Institution will regularly file its return of income before the Income-tax authority in accordance with die 
pro visions of the Income-tax Act, 1961; 

(v) that in the event of dissolution of the Institution, its surplus and the assets will be given to an organization with 
similar objectives. 

This notification is applicable only to die recipients of income on behalf of the Institution and not to any other receipt 
or income of such recipients. Taxability or otherwise of the income of the Institution would be separately considered as per 
the provisions of the Income-tax Act 1961. 

[Notification No. 273/25006/F. No. 197/91/2006-ITA-Ij 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


11 2006 " " 

(31T44.T) 

4JT.3TT. 4179.—3T144PC 3rf4f444, 1961 (1961 44 43) 4ft 4TO 10 (23 4) (v) SRT 444 4>T 

44kl 4tfft ^ 4? 3TfV*{f4d f % ‘ SftlPJT 9IMF1 44T wlfcn, 

414 “TOIl” W 441 t) 4ft 3th ^ f4*ft gI4 4hd 4ft 4$ 4ft^ 344 ftHfetfew TTctf ^ 4vT 1*14 

f m 4^ 2003-2004 $ 2005-2006 441 ^ fair ^ oqfqfl 4ft 3H4 3 4RT$4 3H4 ^ ^4 3 V'lffad 4$f 4ft : 

(i) TO4 aunt 3114 44 ^*Wd 31441 3PHI 3H4 4^1 4J*ft ^1^ <TC14JT U44H 441 3H*4d4l 44 

^■1^4iM1^^1^W4ft wi4T 4ft 43^44144414^-ft* 4?iTH4ft w yftrcra'd asfaqr 344 i 3^,2002 

I 44 3 41 4741^ 3114 4474 4 ft 4f t, W& 3H4 ^ 4444 4 ft 4 fcl ^ 44(S 9l?W4 ^ 3lf447 3ft 4ft 

314f4 %*ft 4* farfd $ 414 4*f ft 4?ft 3ftt 4#R; 

(ii) 11 4ft344Kl (5) ftfcftffogfoftt 

441 31441 44T ft 3lte W] 31441 ft f^FT cfW ft 3Plft ftfa (ft4t-44lf344, 3nft ft ^4 ft 3TP4 

441 3T^efercT 3m4H ft fft4) 4H ftftfl 4tff 4ftft 31441 4ft 441 4gf 4iftft; 

(iii) 4? Slfq^rRl fsfjftl ftftt 3H4 ft 444 ftft, ft 1ft 4>lO«tK ft 4141 efT4 441 3lf4rH4 ft 44 44> fft ft4T 

4jRt4rC ft*41 ft 3^qT 4>t 4tf4! «l«T'i«n 4?ff 441 4>Rl4R 4> 444 3TcFT ^ i^stl 4?f TSt 

(iv) TO1T 3H4^C 3if4fq44,1961 ^ 1414^141' ^ 314# 3H4 14414(1 Pt4(*4d ^4 ^ 41^44 Kif^qxO ^ 444 4»15el 

(v) f44Z4 ^4f4 TOH 4^ sfflitt 4^141* 4^^44144R 41^ 44I«I #144 4^ ^ 

44 3lf4^4*Tl <=hqei 4F4T 4»t 4k ^ 3H4^ 4^ 4^4^ 4 ■^F^44QT5^ Hl<44idf g!4 %4t 3RniTP?T 4441 

344 44 TOH 4ft 4J4^4cfT 3144T 34441 3H4 4*, 41444 3rfVPl44, 1961 ^ '344lft' ^ 3T^4R ^44v ^4 3144R14141 '41^1 

[ 31^441 4. 286/2006/44. U 197/122/2005-344^tR-I] 

Tft44>4»f, 3(14^ ^44 

New Delhi, die 11th October, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 4179.—-Inexerciseofpowersconfj5nedbytheSub-cl«ise(v)oftheClause(23C>ofSertion 10 of the Income- 
tax Act. 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby notifies that any income received by any person on behalf of 
“Nanded Sikh Gurudwara Takhat Sachkhand Shri Hazur Abchal Nagar Sahib, Nanckd*’ (hereinafter die “Institudon”) 
shall not be included in the total income of such person as assessable for die Assessment Years 2003-2064 to 2003-2906, 
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subject to the following conditions : 

(i) the Institution will apply its income, or accumulate for application, wholly and exclusively to the objects for 
which it is established and in a case where more than fifteen per cent of its income is accumulated on or after the 
1 st day of April, 2002, the period of the accumulation of the amount exceeding fifteen per cent of its income shall 
in no case exceed five years; 

(ii) the Institution will not invest or deposit its fund (other than voluntary contribution received and maintained in 
the form of jewellery, furniture, etc.) for any period during the previous years relevant to the assessment years 
mentioned above otherwise than in anyone or more of the forms or modes specified in sub-section (5.) of the 
Section 11; 

<* 

(iii) this notification will not apply in relation to any income being profits and gains of business, unless the 

business is incidental to the attainment of the objectives of the Institution and separate books of account are 
maintained in respect of such business; „ 

(iv) the Institution will regularly file its return of income before the Income-tax authority in accordance with the 
provisions ofthe Income-tax, Act, 1961; 

(v) that in the event of dissolution of the Institution, its surplus and the assets will be given to an organization with 
similar objectives. 

This notification is applicable only to the recipients of income on behalf of the Institution and not to any other receipt 
or income of such recipients. Taxability or otherwise of the income of the Institution would be separately considered as per 
the provisions of the Income-tax Act, 1961. 

[Notification No. 286/2006/F. No. 197/122/2005-ITA-IJ 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

3Tm^T RPJeTO 

wjc 25 2006 

R. 1/2006-07 

^JT.RT. 4180.— STfalwr, 1961 (1961 ^T43^f) ^ *TTO 10 ^ 7^ (23 (vi) ^RTO RfecT 331^3 

fWTTOeft, 1962 ^ fWT 2W5TO 3KxT VlffcuY 4=0 ^ ^ 31PPR "rtMT WR 

fwfw (ttsrrh) " tiro ^ ^ 2007-2008 3 2009-2010 ^ 

^ ^ aroh t % RR7T, 3TfafWT, 1961 ^ *1TO 10^73^ (23 *T) (vi) OSMfdd 

srmx fwiMRt, 1962 ^ 2 ^ ^ ^ ten 1 

:^37TW^./31T3T(^.)/I0(23 T l)( vi)/2006~07] 

T^T.qF).'^?. TMd, 3 h^cki 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF INCOME TAX 

Jodhpur, the 25th September, 2006 • 

No. 1/2006-07 

S.O. 4180. — In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-clause (vi) of Clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income # 

tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961), read with Rule 2CA of the Income-tax Rules, 1962,1, the Chief Commissioner of Income-tax, 

-Jodhpur, hereby approve “Lala Kamlapat Singhania Education Sansthan, Gotan, District Nagaur (Rajasthan)” for the 
purpose of the said section for the assessment years 2007-08 to 2009-10. 

This approval is subject to the Institute’s continued compliance with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23. 

C) of Section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 read with Rule 2CA of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[No. CCrr/JU/HTXTech .y 1 0(23C)(vi >72006-07] 

S.K.S. RAWAT, Chief Commissioner cf Income-tax 
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Pilwp airowr smjw 

*3^, 18 3*£rc,2©06 
tf. 2/34/2006-07 

^t.3TT. 4111.— Stftfef* Stfafaw, 1961 (1961 ^143) ^ WU 10^^5(23*1) ( vi) ^ RTO -rfZft m&Z 

forarasft, 1962 2 "*t^> ^ atff«ran^ ^ 'sf^ ^ «rrq^R ^frgeFci.^^rgp: “^prwcfr 

ftwn-stor" tgfoto ^ 2005-2006 P 2007-2008 ^ 375 ^ ^ t .• 

9 pg -qf to in 3ft m&R zrfvfm, 1961 %im 10^ 7 S ^5 (23 *t) **rt (vi) ^ *fwtf 3 ?r stm* 

1962 ^ Pm 2W^UlWTf ^ Tjof aigq-tfFI ^Rcft t I 

[wir:'S.sfn.^./^/afn.aiX^ )/2006-07 /i 861 ] 

f*R, ■ 5^1 3TFR* STT^rr 

OFFICE OF Tfffi CWEF COMMISSIONER OF INCOME TAX 
Udaipur, the 18th October, 2006 
No. 2/34/2006-07 

S.O. 4181.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (vi) of Clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961), read with Rule 2CA of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. the Chief Commissioner of Income-tax, 
Udaipur, hertby approves ‘'Banasthali Vidhyapith Banasthali, Distt. Tonk” for the purpose of said section for the assessment 
years 2005-06to 2007-08: 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies with the provisions of Sub-section (vi) of clause (23 C) of 
Section 10 of die Income-tax Act, 1961, read with Rule 2C A of the Income-tax Rules, 1 962. 

[No. CCIT/1JDR/Tr0(lbch.)/2006-07/I861] 
VUAY RANJAN, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 

(3nftf4T end famu) 

(4fffcn wn) 

M 20 2006 

W.arr. 4182 .—( 3 R*i ^ 1970/1980 ^-0*5 3 (1) 

( aw* t f 37OT) 1970/1980 ^ «fra 9^^wm (3) ^^5 cs) ^rci ir^cf vifad^Y 

Wft^^R (2) 4 UPPu. -aifanT ^ ^ ^ (3) 3 

'oqt^pqt $ «FTrR (1) ^ Ifapf ^ fn^l<+> ^ dr+»H 3JRH ^ mm 3TT^?T ift cl^F ■=TTf^RT Wl 

t :— 



ywifad «rf«M Hfw 

feraRH ^ m 

l 

2 

3 

tor ^iid ^Nr 

9ft tt^t fait, 

^FcT^f^ (37I^qr), 

4)«H 

sft 


1 


na Jk—. 

9T4PH 

sft^R. 

(^ft^-II), 

f^VfFT, facfi '31*1 «dI4», 

9Tt TR 


M ftoril 1 



3Z49 Grl/06-2. 
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1 

2 

3 


sftacft srftcTT 

CeMnei), 

fort wnm, TT«f 
toft 1 

aft 3TR.-qt. to 


$ft to, 

(tfsft-1), 

fto tore, Tram, 

toft i 

aftu^T to 



[rn U 9/11/2004-^3^-1] 



*ft.*ft. to, ton* 


(Department of Economic Affairs) 



(Banking Division) 



New Delhi, the 20th October, 2006 


S.O. 4182 

-In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 

Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of the Nationalized 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominate the 
persons specified in column 2 of the table below as Directors of the Banks specified in column 1 thereof in place of the 
persons specified in column 3 of the said table, with immediate effect and until further orders :— 


TABLE 


(1) 

<2> 

(3) 

Punjab National Bank 

Shri Rakesh Singh, 

Joint Secretary, (IF), 

Ministry of Finance, 

Banking Division, 

Jeevan Deep Building, 

New Delhi. 

ShriK.B.L.Mathur 

Indian Bank 

ShriV.S. Senthil, 

Joint Secretary, (PF-II), 

Department of Expenditure, 

Ministry of Finance, North Block, 

New Delhi. 

Shri Ram Muivah 

Punjab & Sind Bank 

Smt. Anita Kapoor. 

Joint Secretary, (TPL), 

Department of Revenue, 

Ministry of Finance, North Block, 

New Delhi. 

Shri R.P. Singh 

Andhra Bank 

Shri G.B. Singh, 

Dy. Secretary (BO-I), 

Ministry of Finance, 

Banking Division, 

Jeevan Deep Building, 

New Delhi. 

Shri Rakesh Singh 


[F. No. 9/11/2004-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 
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^ 20 araqjrc, 2006 

^BT.OT. 4183.—(*mg«pft fa) 3flfa- 

f*re, 1959 ^ «nn 25 (1) -afe (a) gra to 

TT fed^f irrm ^ ^ mm, W \5W , ^ 

TRIrPI, 30f^ ^rnf fTOrt, IfPfcn wpt, f&ft if 
^ Ff^r aft J*f*tr zfft wm i fti 

*n^iT <i®t> ^f*t> amF ^ H€d ^ ^1 41.^t. 

fm ^ W ^ a4 if mf*m tl 

[m U 9/1 l/2004-^.3ft.-I] 

New Delhi, the 20th October, 2006 
S.O. 4183.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (e) of sub-section (1) of Section 25 of the State 
Bank of India (Subsidiary Banks) Act, 1959, the Central 
Government, hereby nominates Shri S.D.S. Minhas, 
Deputy Secretary, Ministry of Finance, Department 
of Economic Affairs. Banking Division, New Delhi as a 
Director on the Board of Directors of State Bank of Mysore 
with immediate effect and until further orders vice 
Shri G.B. Singh. 

[F. No. 9/11/2004-BO. I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

Tk-Tiftip, aftr wwh! mrm* 

() 

(ihr-*ft*pr-afrr) 

M ftwft, 10 313^, 2006 
5RT.31T. 4184—TT^T I960 ^ 

Pm 4 ^ ‘FW 'RfecT MfW*H-3?ftTRm, 1958 

(M, 1958 ^ a*fafa*R-tfo 44) W0 4 5R1 TOT 31^1- 
m T^BRT fti iP-Pvtt, 3fa 

Tiwf-^lerq, 01 tal, 2006 

4)1 3tfV^^*11 shH i, 9ft nlfH «h) 

^<1<yS.KI, acehl^f ^ ^ T?4» «St-H 

^ $ mfacl <Rrft * I 

[9>T. UTSSn^-1801 l/l/2005“T5?n?eT] 

fayitfl, T9 «P^o| 

MINISTRY OF SHIPPING, ROAD TRANSPORT 
AND HIGHWAYS 

(Department of Shipping) 

(Shipping Wing) 

New Delhi, the 10th October, 2006 
S.O. 4184.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Section 4 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1958 (44 of 


1958) read with Rule 4 of the National Shipping Board 
Rules, 1960 and in continuation of Ministry of Shipping, 
Road Transport and Highways (Department of Shipping) 
notification dated 1st September, 2006, the Central 
Government hereby nominates Shri- P.V.K. Mohan as a 
member of die National Shipping Board with immediate 
effect 

[F. No. SS-18011/1/20Q5-SL] 
__ R. N. TRIPATHY, Dy. Secy. 

PIW 3^T <lRW 85WI®T tfJlWl 

16 am^JR, 2006 

'8RT.33T. 4185.—FT4>K i MR«f<v 

3lf^Pm, 1956 (1956102) *ft HTO 3 (1 )(a) 

^ a? if ate grcr tt. 

^41 TM, frfaia, faqfa, faRhrtll wzw wq, 

n i fe^l fawfircum at w 3rftr^fi ^ ^syrCt differ 

^ "#4 ftrftl 3ff§f$*IR T Tft^«ft 

^ ^9 if ffca W fa 

3m:, 3m, Tga sftftm-ft *mr 3 af twtt ( i ) ^ 
twt ^ 3t^r<ui if, ft* mm ww® «trcci mm 
ft dc+HlH mmw if^Rf 9 ^Fm#, i 960 -ft 

3rflRJ^n TOfT ^T.3n. 138 
% 3Wfc( :— 

3tPr^tt A' M «rra 3 'ft (i) ^ 

■mns (a) ^ 3 psfa wftR*' ^ amici m #n 79 

3?r #rf*m yR^pfciif ^ t«ih tr P:Hr<rffaci Ffan 
3tR yldl^l aid^llMd ; WTi, 3fenc( :— 

4 ‘so. ti^ janra, ^^^4” 

Ukm, 

fmx, mV&M, 

N.it. 11013/4/2006-^^(^-1)] 

tri Irw, amr 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
New Delhi, the 16th October, 2006 

S.O. 4185.—Whereas in pursuance of the provision 
of sub-section (lXb) of Section 3 of die Indian Medical Act 
1956(102of 1956) I>.K.S.V.K.SubbaRao, Director, JDPMER, 
Pondicherry member of the Faculty of Medicine, Pondicherry 
University has been elected by die Court of die Pondicherry 
University to be a memebr of the Medical council of India for 
five years with effect from date of issue of this notificatioa 
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Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby makes the following further 
amendment in the Notification of the Government of India 
in the then Ministry of Health number S.O.138 dated the 
9th January, 1960, namely:— 

In the said Notification, under the heading, “Elected 
under clause (b) of sub- section (1) of Section 3”, after serial 
number 79, the following entries shall be added, nameJy :~ 
“80. Dr. K.S.V.K. Subba Rao, Pondicherry University” 

Director, 

JIPMER, Pondicherry, 

Pondicherry 

[No. V-11013/4/2006-ME (Policy-I)] 
S. K. MISHRA, Under Secy. 

ott nfnyjsr 

^ 10 2006 

^TT.3TT. 4186.— 

IP^TTf # Wn) fTO, 1976 # 10 # 

^rfro (4) # T3H wi # atribrw 

^squnq, <t>)cn e t»jui 

frra# so ufavm # srftrai # ft# 4»l4«PW 

iTH 3TF<T ^R t^FTT t, 3Tftt^4d -$Tdt $1 

[Tt 4-17011/1 /2006-M] 
arf^Trir wp44t <Hpqq 

MINISTRY OF MINES 
New Delhi, the 10th October, 2006 

S.O. 4186.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the official Language (use for official purpose of the Union) 
Rules, 1976 the Central Government hereby notifies Central 
H.Q. Kolkata of Geological Survey of India and Chattisgarh 
Unit, Raipur of Geological Survey of India a subordinate office 
of Ministry of Mines, where of more than 80% staff have 
acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. E-17011 /I /2006-Hindi] 
AJITA BAJPAI PANDE, Jt. Secy. 

TjeHr afhr ym<m torto 

fco#, 27 fTOR, 2006 

^T.3TT. 4187.—fR W1 5-2-2005 #1 

MW srfiRJrFTT # 3T55FT 3 ^ffc iRifaal (3TCFH) 
fwTi^fr, 1983 # to 7 sffc 8 # to 'Rfer ^rfinr 
3Tf*lfTO, 1952 (1952 37) TO 5 TOTO (1) 

srcr tbti W p, w<m, 


3JT ?RFm ctBfUB TTTO *#FK 

#1 

[m 'tfm 809/4/2004-p» (#)) 
P^VI* (f#rR) 

mmfm m m9 rwtjon and 

BRaADeAOTNQ 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2006 

S.O. 4187.— In continuation of this Ministry's 
Norifcqtyp# $f t eyen number dated 5-2-2005 and in exercise 
of the powers €Offtep4 Election (l)of Section 5 of 
the cinematograph Act, 1?§2 (37 jqf JR52) re^d jyi(h 
rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 
1983 the Central Government is pleased to accept the 
resignation of Smt. Nirmala Suresh as Member of the 
Chennai advisory p^pel of the Central Board of Film 
Certification with imm^i^eeffecf. 

[F,No.809/4OTH-F(C)] 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 
27 fTOR, 2006 

mm, fN# 7-6-2005 

TOTOT f git* iCpprc) 

PH4HI4dl,1983 # TO 7 8 # TO #3cT 

3Tfafm 1952 (1952 ^37) #t TO 5 #1^-TO(1) SW 

TK3 wfiw^T p, eb'iOq *K4>K, #^T Ph><tH 

y*i vm ## # # w # ^ 3 

#. Tim# M ^1 ffflimt f I 

[m WIT 809/4/2004-^ (#) ] 
ftfr, Ph^i* (fWR) 
New Delhi, the 27th September, 2006 

4188. —In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 7-6-2005 and in exercise 
of die powers conferred by sub-section (j) of Section 5 of 
the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read with rules 7 
and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 1983 the 
Central Government is pleased to accept the resignation 
of Dr. K. Ghayathri Devi as Member of the Chennai 
advisory panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 
with immediate effect. 

[F, No. 809/4/2004-F(C)] 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 
^ 4 srapc, 2006 

m.MT, 4189,— W WlePT #t 30 3RTFT, 2005 
TOTSR5F 37ftRJ^ # $ #7 (W^B) 

f^TTOBt, 1983 # W\ 7 «fk 8 # TO 
37f#m, 1952 (1952 37) W0 5 'TORI (1) 

_ _ V _ \ ._\ _ \ _ \ f\ rj__ 

^ yTB?RTf ^IT IRpT ^Rn ^q;, ^KqiK, Ihuth 
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iwin-w* 3(^j 

9M! U H ^ RCT gyR 'facT ^ W4 ^ 

$ aWt^rwraft t rR^M 3J«1T3 3 ^ *rM 3Rfa-# 

*n awd sn^if tw, ^ «ft 9*3 3, 9*3 i\ 

[m809/7/2004-^ (#)] 

‘ *M»? ftff, (M9) 
New Delhi, the 4th October, 2006 

S.O. 4189. —In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 30th August, 2005 and 
in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section ( 1 ) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematorgraph Ael* 195 3 <37 of 1952) 
read with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Smt. Gayatri Ray as Member of the Delhi advisory panel 
of the Central Board of Film Certification with immediate 
effect for a period of two years qf until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

{F. No. 809/7/2004-F(C)] 
-SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 

^ 5 3FFJSR, 2006 

W.3IT. 4190.—12-7-2005 ^ 

ST39FH 3 3?ft mUl (99T"R) 
MrPS#, 1983 *IRI 7 8 ^ ^T«T 9fe?T 

1952 (1952 m\ 37) ^ *IRI 5 ^ ^T*1RI (1) 
m TTf^RTf m\ 3FtW ^ 3^9 W^R, 

f4><rM M*««M ^ *fdl 6 °bK ^TeT 3 ^ ^9 

3 TlfTT mMm, 3. 5,6A* 1?. TJcT 3U| 

•im-il 33TT3Z, dd*>id 3 J v fT^ 3 3 «Rt 3^f*T 9> 

fM 3t«ron 3 ft 3 an^rff 99?, ^3 9*3 ?t, Pi^«w 

[m TOO 809/5/2004(#) ] 

Trntm fm, Pfam 

New Delhi, the 5th October, 2006 

S.O. 4190. —In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 12-7-2005 and in exercise 
of the powers conferred by sub-section ( 1 ) of Section 5 of 
the Cinematorgraph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read with rules 
7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 1983 
the Central Government is pleased to appoint Smt. Shashi 
Prabha Hiremath, No. 5, 6 /A Block, A.L.I.G., Nandini 
Layout, Bangalore, as Member of the Bangalore advisory 
panel of the Central Board of Film Certification with 
immediate effect for a period of two years or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

(F. No. 809/5/2004-F(C)] 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 


^RT ifa ft fi i qfl ftrem 

^ 24 3Ff$5TC, 2006 

m . vn . 4191.—sri (fw 

Mu cT*tT oZtnR TTcf smjft 3?R fWI 

MfEH) stftrfWT, 2003’‘ efit *TRI 25 URT ¥lf*FJf 

m\ 99W fir, lUliM 

fsr^TPT 3 33 3 m^TF 3 <hTetn "4 FlR’Sd 
Tnf*^^ef chief! ^ '5ft <5<*d' SjffifFET op) tjni 4 3 3fd4d 

56.^0 ehl<dd^ 3 tMk1 -^T 

1. tjtrt if!31M Met 
z jfreilfb<3fawr tf. 

^ 3FFfcI -H«l* chit|Jd<4 ^lPi=h ‘^fF 

3. TJ^IT yl^lchl . 

^ afd'ld ^Ff «fl<rl 

Pl«hl<( 

(i) TON HMIMH, ^3 

iftalP l chl W WRTto 

(ii) ^311^1^1 9ft WlHt, 

(iii) ^ l«im mm? r, 

[m U 3(4)/2006-^. itit.] 
'MddNld, T fH^(ch 
DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
New Delhi, the 24th October, 2006 
S.O. 4191, —dn exercise of the powers conferred 
by Section 25 of “The Cigarettes and other Tobacco 
Products (Prohibition of Advertisement and Regulation 
of Trade and Commerce, Production, Supply and 
Distribution) Act, 2003, the Central Government in the 
Department of Information Technology hereby authorizes 
the Officers indicated in Column of the Table given below 
who shall be competent to act under Section 4 of the said 
Act: 

SI. Office Name of Nodal 

No. Officer 

1. Department of Information Sh. S.S.Nair, 

Technology Deputy Director. 

Z STQC Attached Office Dr. A. Mathur. 

under Department of Scientist ‘G’ 

Information Technology 
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SI. Office Name of Nodal 

No. Officer 


3. Autonomous Bodies/ 


Statutory Bodies function¬ 
ing under Department of 
Information Technology 

CO Software Technology 
Park of India 

Sh. Ravi Nagpal, 

Sr. Admn. Officer 

(ii) DOEACC Society 

Sh. S.C. Dhyani, 

Joint Manager 

(iii) ERNET India 

Sh. Subhash 
Aggarwal, Registrar 


PF.No. 3(4)/2006-B.M.] 

G. BHATTACHARYA, Jt. Director 

wn wq 


(^ utf) 



^ 19 ara<j[«K, 2006 

^JT.Sir. 4192.—H3iKri^ , WTRTO 

1976 (W1 ^ ^ 1h^'5r1 7 T) ^ Pi*h 10 ^ 

^PRT (2) sfrl (4) ^ 3FJ*T*W 4’, Rsq ^ ^ 
RSel ^ fMHfdfold ^Tqfarcf W 80% 3 
3jf*RF> srfvohi f<qT/ «t> 4^i R4T ^ f?«{l =hi4fntfcfj $th utrt 
« fR IcFIT t, ^1 i<fl<vsi<i atfiRjfad ^RflT t :- 
^ftFI ^T®* (fM<t>‘<RNI< RScf) 

1. ^TT^TDJ^T 

2. <*>11^01 fsnl 3?fa<*>l'0 "^T ^TRfteRf, 

3. M^RTT 3T4t$f^ f^el+d J ^l 

4. cfilMprtM, 

5. e t>lP4 , l Psm) STf^chi-O ^»T £<RI4K 

6. SHfa =biq[dM, "tHdH'U 

7. UCW'h Ms Cl §vjflfd^< ?frrcfcPT, n=t«hKl«(l^ 

8. WTO TT5d ftPHd TTof $’4)pRU ^RjfcRl, 

PTOKUK 

9. WITO fafa>rHl 3Rrtere> dildldd, Pd+KIdK 

10. Wt^<+> hsci IpftPPTC 'UnIcI'H, cri^jl 

11. «lft*<5 M&<n qiPl=b S'sfIPiMi. dil^fcid/sidd/ohl^flQe 

12. M&<n Rl'ldcl ^CWiR ^ftf*RR "^RRlft'Pj, shMl^e 

13. M&<n Pi^d S'sflPi^K ebi«il^e 

14. ^M-sci fa^ci ^jflPi^K c t»i < )WiM/f®i'*icil dl°hl?ls, d>i4)^e 

15. fiiffaHCI ^Pf<H efcicta, chl'sfl'U 

16. TTCHTGrTO, ^ wi WjH/SRfcft RTRRT/<=M4M<i 

17. WWR, ^ Wi W^/^FJ RI^FT, <bMt 

18. WIM«t> Ms Cl f^lMdcl ^CWIR ^aflPl^H <sbl<4el*l, 

s14<+d 


19. wito Hsci fq^a s^ilPw ^Rfdd (^^llRcR^), 
s)4+d 

20. fafarH! 3Rqt^ 4>ldldd, sMd>d 

21. WTO RSd P^PbeUI 3?4t^ d>ldldd, TFFpSM 

22. WTTO Mscl qjfTO f^ftpRR MM^SM 

23. WRT^> Msd tWHd T^d ^RfdR §V)[iq< d>Rjfd*t 
(3T^PT), 4<rdHHcrft 

24. qft*<J HSd fdPt>rHi 3iqt$f^ ^c^dHHcdl 

25. WITO HSd fd^d S'jilPm ^[^Id-H fdd< u l), 
PW^FMHHjjl 

26. WTPT^> Msd ^ftpRR ^fTPlfcRI, RftRI 

27. WTO RSd sHlfHMl ^fdM (^tR), 

28. WTTO RSd ^ftpRR ^FlfcRI (^f^l), 

29. Msd ^ftpRR ^JRlfcR?/^? H?n'i/ c M'41^d 

30. fyPMMd, ^RPdR Tlftm 

[R. ft^~2006Al. RT. 1/12/1] 
^ OT IT Vinf, R^dcl Pl^ldi (WTHI^I) 
MINISTRY OFRAILWAYS 
(Railway Board) 

New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 
S.O.4192. —Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), 
in pursuance of Sub Rule (2) and (4) of Rule 10 of the 
Official Language Rules, 1976 (use for the official purposes 
of the Union) hereby, notify the following Offices of 
Secunderabad Division of South-Central Railway, where 
80% or more Officers/Employees have acquired the working 
knowledge of Hindi:— 

South Central Railway (Secunderabad Division) 

1. Central Officeof the Assistant Electrical Engineer, 
Loco Shed, Lalagudda 

2. Office of the Coaching Depot Officer, 
Secunderabad 

3. Office of the Medical Superintendent, 
Chilkalgudda 

4. Office of the Station Manager, Hyderabad 

5. Office of the Coaching Depot Officer, Hyderabad 

6 . Office of the Area Officer, Sanatnagar 

7. Office of the Assistant Divisional Engineer, 
Vikarabad 

8 . Office of the Assistant Divisional Signal & 
Telecom Engineer, Vikarabad 

9. Office of the Assistant Medical Superintendent, 
Vikarabad 

10. Office of the Assistant Divisional Engineer, 
Tandur 

11. Office of the Senior Divisional Mechanical 
Engineer/Diesel/Kaz ipet 
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12 Office of the Divisional Signal & Telecom 
Engineer, Kazipet 

13. Office of the Divisional Electrical Engineer, 
Kazipet 

14. Office of the Divisional Electrical Engineer/ 
Electrical Loko Shed/Karipet 

15. Principal Railway Junior College, Kazipet 

16. Headmaster, Railway High School/English 
Medium/Kazipet 

17. Headmaster, Railway High school/Telgu Medium/ 
Kazipet 

18 Office of the Assistant Divisional Signal & 
Telecom Engineer, Domakal 

19. Office of the Assistant Divisional Electrical 
Engineer/TRD/Domakal 

20. Office of the Medical Superintendent, Domakal 

21. Office of the Assistant Divisional Medical 
Superintendent, Ramagundam 

22 Office of the Assistant Divisional Mechanical 
Engineer, Ramagundam 

23. Office of the Assistant Divisional Signal & 
Telecom Engineer/Maintenance/Bellampaily 

24. Office of the Senior Divisional Medical 
Suprintendent, Bellampally 

25. Office of the Assistant Divisional Electrical 
Engineer/TRD/Siipurkagaznagar 

26. Office of the Assistant Divisional Engineer, 

r ira. 

t of the Assistant Divisional Engineer/ 
North/Kazipet 

28 Office of the Assistant Divisional Engineer/ 
South/Kazipet 

29. Office of the Assistant Divisional Engineer/TM, 
Kazipet 

30. Principal/Telecom. Training Centre, Kazipet 

[No. Hindi-2006/0. L. 1/12/1] 
KRISHNA SHARMA, JL Director (O.L.) 


(#. . It. TO) 

^^#,25fen^T,2006 

TUT. 311. 4193.—(TflTOT^' 
1948 (1948 ^>T 41*50) VTO 2 
(%) $ 4 i&fa WhU TO^>T <H^df4 i q , 

4 T*. TTRRH, WOT 44 25-09-2006 4 

3614* atfuraBFO wfa - fd $ i 

I Co. 4-4330/01/2006] 
3TR. T^. *FF5fen, sm Wm ( c^gR ) 


MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(C.P.V. Division) 

New Delhi, the 25th September, 2006 

S. O. 4193.—In pursuance of the clause (a) pf the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorise Shri A. K. Ramadasan, Senior Assistant 
in the Embassy of India, Kuwait to perform the duties of 
Assistant Consular Officer with effect from 25th 
September, 2006. 

[No.T-4330/01/2006] 
R, N. KAJLA, Under Secy. (Consular) 

gwid 4 *Kim 

18 2006 

3RT. 3R. 4194.-wrrar (4* 
feR3rqbr)f^TO, 1976 1987) ^fm-10 ^ 

(4) ^ *4 

4^t<n<t ^ Wlltlfdd) fd43|U|[4fa 3T*Tfft# %. 

Ci*-ifeiRao mhmIcimT, 80 4 

4 UM 4* %T4I t, -5R) srfURjfacT 

4T. 4. 4>l4l<rl4 4>T 4T4 

1. 'RteT ?tlr4l «£**04 UOdd, 

^<s4H4, 4>)<rt4>ldl 

2 3f54T%T.,.<£^Q4 4 J lcH 

(^4f «(%), 4>]<rH>ldl 

3. ^fe4T %, 4^4 TEPTcR, 

TTPSTf fcftb'4 «6r4f<H4, 

4. 41 VflM atffr ?%4T %, -sfofa (49 U H WW, 
7TP3I Rw> 4 4»l4l<H4, 

5. 4 l dd , 

Tirerrf^nR 4>i4fd4 ( 

6 u 3lfa> f%4T %, 4*RR, 

W@l %s&4 4>l4ld4, (]4lgr<il 

7. feT., 4>*sQ4 4*13^ 

TTRsfi f4sh«< 4^t 'ilfVvis 

8 ^teT 314ftT2t fa., f^WT 4 J ldi, 

TTPSH f4sP4 ehl<lf(rlM, "51^ 

C4. i 11011/6/2001-%^] 

MINISTRY OF STEEL 
New Delhi, the 18th October, 2006 

S. 0.4194.— In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official Language [Use for official purpose of the 
Union] Rules, 1976 (as amended, 1987) the Central 
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Government hereby notifies the following Offices of Steel 
Authority of India Limited under the administrative control 
of Ministry of Steel, where more than 80% staff have 
acquired working knowledge of Hindi. 

S. No. Name of the Office 

1. Steel Authority of India Limited, Central 
Market ing Organization, Head Quarter, Kolkata. 

2. Sicel Authority of India Limited, Central 
Marketing Organization, (Eastern Region), 
Kolkata. 

3. Steel Authority of India Limited, Central 
Marketing Organization, Branch Sales Office, 
Durgapur. 

4. Steel Authority of India Limited, Central 
Marketing Organization, Branch Sales Office, 
Rourkela. 


5. Steel Authority of India Limited* Cental 
Marketing Organization, Branch Sates Office, 
Bhuvaneshwar. 

6. Steel Authority of India Limited, Central 
Marketing Organization, Branch Sales Office, 
Guwal^ti. 

7. Steel Authority of India Limited, Central 
Marketing Organization, Branch Sales Office, 
Mandi Govindgarh. 

8. Steel Authority of India Limited, Central 
Marketing Organization, Branch Sales Office, 
Jammu. 

[No. E. 11011/6/2001-Hindi] 
ASHUTOSHBARANWAL, BiitCK* 


T5JTEI 3^T fatUUI TfsTTFTCI 

( a q rdi^l MUtfl ) 

M 12 2006 

7HT. 3TT. 4195.—Wfa FFFF fWT, 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ ( 1 ) ^7^ (73) ^ WTW! 

ud^s^Ki wctt t far ^ 3737^ r frd Trt v fen w/f^ M % : 



TTW 

TTTTTTfT ^tkcfld HMd) "3F>t THsdl 3nT 

7m*FT 'Tt TTtsdT 3^7 fafa 

■rtfer 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

mi TH 2878 : 2004 

Tmfe WIT 3, fTTcIHt 2.006 

iO 3T^T 2006 


¥1 WEFT! *FTfe? FFFF ETW WT, 9 RFf, M fe#-l 10002, tfel ^ 

fe#, =Hd 4 >lcil, felt ?T«tT ^TltST ^ I did 41 WTiT, W, TpfTFRt, ^<NK , 

WIT, WT57, WJT, "TFTT, ^ cT?TT fet ^ TW4 tl 


Xr. c£. '^ife * 


MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 12th October. 2006 

S. O. 4195.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. 
(he Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 
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SCHEDULE 

SI. No. and year of the Indian Standards No. and year of the amendment 

No. 

Date from which die 
amendment shall have 
effect 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 IS 2878:2004 

Amendment No. 3, September 2006 

10 October 2006 


Copy of tjiis Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards* Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Brandi 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. CED/Gazette] 
A.K. SAINI, Sc. 4 F & Head (Civil Engg.) 

fccnl, 12 3ickj«u, 2006 

*ST. 3tr. 4196.-«TIT#T wm ^ftiR 1987^fTO*T7^49fa4H (1)^^T5 C50 ^ 
y vqm ^TcTT 11% ^ 1WI ^ 3 ^ 3 wfacT ^ ^ $ !“ 




3TR 

W*ilfacT ^ want, 

^ afo ,1)4* 

'HKcftq grtl 3tRJshflh1 

3T*RT ^ 

uomi atffc 

t^iPna fcrf*? 


0 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


i 

4401 -2006 HI$dH 

4401-1995 

3FTRT2006 



.qpj XTPToF* TfftraT *TP0cfta *TcR, 9 W ^9^ ^TFf, ^ P^rciVl 10002, <*l4d41 M 

' frfrw fl t n, ’$H$, ‘'ptf <T*1T WOT 4>mfd*fF aRgSRPTR, «Hrcfk, *lWlcT, =hlM«4q<, 

WW, TO1, ^ ^ 3 ^ t'l 


[U <?l^cWdl/^25] 

T3T*T. T^. ^Flf, TT5f 

New Delhi, the 12th October, 2006 

S. 0.4196.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :— 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and year of the Indian Standards 

No. Established 

No. and year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(i) a) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 IS: 4401:2006 Textiles—Twisted 

IS: 4401:1995 

August 2006 

nylon Fish-net twines—Specification 



(Fourth Revision) 




32.6?<S(/o^3 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
ZafarMarg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No.TXD/G-25] 
M.S. VERMA, Director & Head (Textiles) 

^ fed), 13 2006 

«FT. 331. 4197.- RTfeFFRFfe (W&R) 1988 ^fafW? (5) (6) SFJRWq TOFT 

fe T^gKI Sffejfel TOT t ffe few fe ^ efe am) 3 fei mu t 



dT^fe fel 

diffesmt rf? ^ mu 

dlfe ^ fed 

fed 

fell 

fer/pd 


TOfa fefe 

^tffe 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1. 

1895175 

3lffe fetfeld "fen 

bill'll'll of) 

31-07-2006 



fee, '<j'Hi<+>id qfe 

TFR^dR (^tdd) fed ch)4- 




Fife) fee, <Mcb)e, 

^iRoi 3r4^np 




360004 

311^ pq 11170 : 1985 


2. 

1682360 

p) fe fefefeT toR^h, 

^d, fe 3th TTd dd ^ ffe 

24-04-2006 



48 FIRTR fenfe fed fe, 

"efetR dt^ 




fed J K, fen feTOt, 

w* 




TJTOt 

1537 : 1976 


3. 

7138670 

51TOT Tt-fefe, fe F. 270/1, 

fete msfdR ^ tfe TTTfe 

15-5-2006 



fee Ff*. 9, wfeefe, 

[4'hRrlU fdld 155 3tR cTK 




feh, fen : PTWR, 

3H^TTq 17686 : 1985 




?]*m- 364240 



4. 

7382378 

9i) fefept fee fett fd., 

fe^T5 ^Td fee 

01-08-2006 



ffefem -m, RFTT dTWR 

3Tlf TRT455 : 1976 




fed, fen 7TWR, 





]pRKT-361140 



5. 

7451068 

qfe fere fee r. i 

43 3)5 FTRRd tllAe 

28-08-2006 



fe 2, fe R. 247/4), feM 

3feq 8112 : 1989 




Rid fefe, W (fedd), 





^e-si "fed), fddi wfee, 





^pRd-361140 




«fe5)-l/13 : 13] 
TRT. dfe, T3 


New Delhi, the 13th October, 2006 

S. 0.4197. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each : 
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SCHEDULE 

SI. Licences Name, and address of the Licensee 
No. No.CM/L 

(1) (2) (3) ~ (4) (5) 

1 1895175 M/s. Arihant Engineers Mehta Speed Compression Ignition (Diesel) 31-07-2006 

Industrial Estate, Umakant Pandit Engines for Agricultural Purposes 

Udyognagar, Mavdi Plot, Distt. Rajkot (Upto 20 kw) IS 11170: 1985 
Gujarat, 360004 

2 1682360 M/s. Cl Pipes manufacturing Vertically cast iron pressure pipes for 24-04-2006 

Corporation 48, Sanskar Society water, gas and sewage 

JintanRoad, Surendranagar., IS 1537:1976 

Distt. Surendranagar, Gujarat 

3 7138670 M/s. Prakash re-rollers Pvt. Ltd. Specification for high strength de- 15-05-2006 

Survey No. 270/1 Plot No. 9, formed seel bars and wires for con- 

Bhavnagar Rajkot Road, Sihor, Crete reinforcement 

Distt: Bhavnagar, Gujarat, 364240 IS 1786:1985 

4 7382378 M/s. Shree Digvijay Cement Co. Ltd. Specification for Portland slag cement 01 -08-2006 

Digyijaygram, Via: Jamnagar Sikka, IS 455:1989 
Distt Jamnagar, Gujarat, 361140 

5 7451068 M/s. Marshal Cement Industries, Specification for 43 grade ordinal; 28-8-2006 

Plot No. .1 & 2, Survey No. 247/P, Opp. Portland cement. 

Sarvodaya School, Shapar (Veraval), IS8112:1989 

Thl Kotda Sangani, Distt. Rajkot, 

Gujarat, 360002 

[No. CMD-1/13:13] 
S.K. CHAUDHURI, Dy. Director General 

R^ fsc’cft, 13 2006 


*>t. 31T. 4198.-RH<faRR^^fWT 1987 7 (1) (73) ^ SigSPJT ^*qrc#4RR9F^ 

olfVgfafl f f% f*R RKdl 4 ! HH=b1 ^ 'f 3 TPflfaci Rt? 1? 


3FR 

■-WlPMd HH4>(4>Y) R>* flt£4l 

R^ RKcflq HH4> W\ ^rfdsffMd RRflfa 
3WRI RR«Fi, Rfe R»t 

■HtaMI aftt Rif 


0 ) 

(2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

15684-2006 krllW ^ 

15684-2006 

30-09-2006 




_ RfecTT _ 

TR 'HKcdq HMR> "hKcils HM<t> RRR 9, 7TT? RFf, R$ fonV 110002, sHfa RFlfaRf : 

R^ bill'd, -m m§] : 3ITOK, wk, RfafR, 

$40414, RFTJ7, RFF£, W, ^ R*JT W fRsF>t ^ $1 

[■R. 

Tftf. M, ¥5® 


Article/Process with relevant Indian Date of cancellation/ 
Standards covered by the licence the licence 

cancelled/ 

suspension 
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New Delhi, the 13th October, 2006 


S. O. 4198. — In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :— 


SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

No. and year of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No. and year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

0 ) 

a) 

0) 

(4) 

1 

IS 15684:2006 Extenders for use in Synthetic 
Resin Adhesives (Urea-Formaldehyde) for 
Plywood - Code of Practice 

IS 15684:2006 

30 Sept. 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. CED/Gazette] 
A.K. SAINI, Scientist F & Head (Civil Engineering) 


13 2006 

’3TT. 3TT. 4199—'»TRcfH W'VK fWT 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ ( 1) ^ (15) ^ Wfa TO5T 


3 # 


9FT5 *lRdto TO5T 5ft 

WTT 

Wfr«R 5ft WTT sk faf«T 

7T?TtsR 

5fft1ftf*T 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

I. 303 : 1989 

WTT 5, 2006 

05 2006 

2. 3129 : 1985 

WIT 4, fftdH* 2006 

30 frorc, 2006 

3. 12406:2003 

WIT 1, fTOTC 2006 

29 fftdMi, 2006 

4. 15491 :2004 

TTM 1, fTOH 2006 

30 frorc, 2006 


5ft wfa Hh'ti hii^ ‘HoH 9 ?TT? m*f 3^ Retnl-110002, 

"hldflbldl, 5^194, cWI WT5T TOfaftf : 3TPT5I5I5, WTR, 

5TTTJ1, RPPJI, TOT, ^ 5«TT fcTFTOTT^T ft* fasft f| 


ftt ftftt, 3*ilPi«t> ‘ ( fa fad sVlfi’M'O) 

New Delhi, the 13th October, 2006 

S. O.4199.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standard, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 
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SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and year of the Indian Standards No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall have 
effect 

(I) 

(2) 

© 

(4) 

1 . 

303:1989 

No. 5. September2006 

05 October2006 

2 

3129:1985 

No. 4, September2006 

30 September2006 

3. 

12406:2003 

No. 1. September 2006 

29 September2006 

4. 

15491:2004 

No. 1, September 2006 

30 September2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvanauthapuram. 

[No. CED/Gazette] 
A.K. SAINI, Scientist F & Head (Civil Engg.) 
18 2006 

air. 4200.-*trc<fa 1987 7 ( i ) (^o ^ 3 tirafa ^ 

«bwi $ P»n 'IKcOm ^ Aw*) ^ ^ ^ if :— 


MOT* 


«F*T 

*ranr 

WTfaf siKdto RlW(*Sf) ^ RfWI ^ HH+ SRI srfffifcflM VTRfa 

^ -RPrar smm ^ ^ it, 

-homi 

WlfMd fdfq 

(0 

(2) (3) 

(4) 

l. 

3Tl^/3TI^3ft/3nff?ft 17000 : 2004 

* 31-07-2006 

2 

3Tl^/3TI^T3ft/3!I^ 17024 :2003 

Sl^Mdl ^ WVR ^ 

Wlleifl fi a hi 4 ll <f>t RRPT 3I^?3TQf 

31-08-2006 

3. 

3Tl^/3Tl^3Tt/3Tl^tf 17011 :2004 

a^w gcW ^ ^ PWiHl 
^ yrfxld ^ ^ fwraf sfiwi 

31-07-2006 

4 

3Tl^/3TI^3ft/3n^ft 17040 :2005 
ai^Wcfl JjjHtTw a*g*wrai 

MrMHH fn<+>|i|l ^ ^ RTR^ ST^pr 

31-07-2006 

5. 

3Tl^T/3Tlf^3ft/3tr#Fft *TI$5 43-2 : 1997 3RTC- 

iiqhwiwi srcr w] 1 

RtfaFT ^rcraff tern sfa 

31-07-2006 

6. 

3Tl^T/3TI^T3ft/3n^ 43-2 : 1997 3RR- 

MINIMI <JrRT m ^R1 trffoR-Wftfvf+l *TR 2 
y^Wldl 9r*lRH lH«+»l'4f $Rf ^$RT ^R13ft‘ 

Wl 3^3mR 

31-07-2006 
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_C_1 

W tTRcfa ufiFri Wbt «RFT, 9 W ^ 110002, 

• r _a. i_ _a_ _ r r _ t. v _ » 4_ . _•*_ _ ■5 _ 

^ ww, ^ ran «qciK, to, 

fararc, W^, tWT 3 f^Ft $1 

[tf. 3HR T& $ TTtf 3PfI^ 3(R^t l] 

m w>. mm, ^ crar. w ra.) 

New Delhi, the 18th October, 2006 

S. 0. 4200. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. & Year of the 

No. & year of Indian 

Date of 

No. 

Indian Standards Established 

Standards, if any. Superseded 
by the New Indian Standard 

Establishment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS/ISO/IEC 17000:2004 

Conformity assessment-Vocabulary 
and general principles 


31-07-2006 

1 

IS/ISO/IEC 17024:2003 

Conformity assessment—General 
requirements for bodies operating 
certification of persons 


31-08-2006 

3. 

IS/ISO/IEC 17011:2004 

Conformity assessment—General 
requirements for accreditation bodies 
accrediting conformity assessment 
bodies 


31-07-2006 

4. 

IS/ISO/IEC 17040:2005 

Conformity assessment—General 
requirements for per assessment of 
conformity assessment bodies and 
accreditation bodies 


31-07 2006 

5. 

IS/ISO/IEC Guide 43-1:1997 

Proficiency testing by interlaboratory 
comparisons—Guidelines 

Part 1: Development and operation of 
proficiency testing schemes 


31-07-2006 

6 

IS/ISO/IEC Guide 43-2:1997 

Proficiency testing by interlaboratory 
comparisons-Guidelines 

Part 2: Selection and use of proficiency 
testing schemes by laboratory accredita¬ 
tion bodies 


31-07-2006 


Copy of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. IR&TISD/CASCO 1RD-1 ] 

C.K. MAHESHWARI, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (International Relations & Tech. Inf. Services Deptt.) 






[*fFTlI—3(ii)] 


*m 4iT W? ; 3!^HR 28,2006/^lffa 6, 1928 9045 

M fa#, 19 3Rf^R, 2006 

m. air. 4201 -*msfcr ^ 1987 ^ fam 7 ^ ^rfaro ( 1 ) ^ (^r) ^ $ mate ts> 

^ Hrf^gKI atffrffitd t fa fe <TKafo'tTFfaf ^ fatt^T 3Tj^rfl ^ f ^ 'Wlfm it f :— 




gnr 

WTftd HM4> (#) # *RWI 

# VlidiQ HH4> QHI 3lfti*PMd 
«n#*r ^rr 4> arosr Rfaf, 

^qifarfafa 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

l. 

3TT$ TgT 13450 P^fa#4 faff ^tppSR 

3?I$TS?7620 (<IPU) : 1986 

3^^2006 


*?FT 2 ^ t^TR WlV 3fajTCt 

P^Rfrcgflq fapl ^WW-^lPl* 



7 ■'atPfWT 

«-f^FT®r inm «rm 1 <rar 



WpH<*> «-faT"T 




I^T ^K<fh HH^ # yfd^l *TFRf> HHoih 9 "W ‘RPf, 'af fa#- 110 002, : 

# fa#, '^Wwi, 4, , 3 * 3 $ <rar wot ^rmfrrtf : ^h^nk , «fafa, «fara, *^°h , -$m$, &<wk, 

'4*0^, HlMJJ*, ■'jpt a*U ^ fasbl ^l<rW ^1 


[*T. W*?sWt-3.5] 
Tfafl ^lfH=h ‘^T> 1 V$ IRfS (T^ -q^ #) 
New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 

S. 0.4201.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


si 

No. 

No. & year of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 
if any. Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

0 ) 

a) 

(3) 

(4) 

l 

IS 13450 Medical Electrical Equipment 

Part 2 Particular requirements for the 
safety Section 32 High-Voltage Generators 
of Diagnostic X-ray Generators 

IS 7620 (Part-1): 1986 

Medical Electrical Equipment- 
Diagnostic X-Ray Equipment 

Part 1 Mechanical and Electrical 
Safety requirements 
(First Revision) 

October 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Cltandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore. Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. MHD/G-3.5] 

RAKESHCHANDER, Scientist ‘F & Head (MHD; 
^ farfl, 19 ^ c kj«k, 2006 

W. 31T. 4202.—VRtffa Wtt ^ Pm, 1987 ^ faR 7 ^ <JMpH4H (1) ^ (J3) $ 31^1 ^ W&i 

M,n^SKl 3tf^tjfx|<i «t><dl $ fa ^ (#) TOlfaT fa^JT TRT/fa^ # $ : 
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jFR 

WlfacT *TFR> TRsRT 



wn 




(l) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

l. 

srif ^ 13654:1993 TR^cT^IFT 

TOIT 1, 2006 

31 2006 


<R f^cT «hl44>lUdl 







2 

3TT| RSI 4813 ;2000 FF3R3 ^TFT 

Wl*R W&n 1, ^TT^, 2006 

30 fTOiR, 2006 






FT TOfoNf ^ -STtw "*TRoF 9 W RFf ^ f^ft-110002, 8^ ^Rf?PTf: 

• ^ f^rft, «*>ld*ldl, ^¥, 3^, <T*JT ?TP3T ^I^fcfRT, St^RK, ^Plefa, *ftWT, ^cT^RT, J j=JI?T^, ^ TR K , 

^W, HPP^, TOT, ^ <T«TT ^ fastf ^ 3TO*T t'l 


TP&T ^TR, *^p* T^f -g-pi (^t f ^t) 

New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 

S. 0.4202.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules* 1987* 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No., year & title of the 

Indian Standards 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 13654:1993 Automotive 
vehicles - Instrument systems - 
Electrical Speedometer- 
Performance requirements 

Amendment No. 1, July, 2006 

31 July, 2006 

2 

IS 14813:2000 Automotive 
vehicles - air homs- 
Specification 

Amendment No. 1, September, 2006 

30 Sep., 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No.TED/G-16] 

RAKESH KUMAR, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (Transport Engg.) 
19 2006 

m. 3TT. 4203.-*TTCcfa RFRT ^ fm, 1987 ^ fTO 7 ^ ( 1) ^ ^ (^f) ^ 3 FJ*Rut HRcffa *TFR? 

^ siftrcjfacr ^Rcn t wfa -rppf 1 ^ ^ i ^ $ 3 WTftcT it m. f 












met 28, 2006/^lfcRf 6, 1928 
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«p*r 

WlPra *IR<ftq HPR»(^f) Wll ^ *tRd1*l HH4> SRI <Hrd*fqd. *!Kd1q 

eft 3% HM«t> 3T«rar HH«bl, ^ ^ 

WtT 3^ eft 

Wlftd fdf*t 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

i. 

W 4530:2006 ^ wff W ^ 

-gs ^ » g ^ g* 

TH«+> 14H 3>T TWm RRflTCf 3}R 

WTRt zfimi ( WTT ) 

mi 1^4530:1968 

3RTRT 2006 

z 

3H# 5791 a006/mi T£T 6621 -3 *2000 

3flt^ 5791:1986 

2006 


atfdR* ^ fsR-fo&X ^ 

foftifcwf ( Tft^TT ^niur) 



3. 

mi -q^T 11693: 2006/311$ ^ 21:1985 

Mur 3Ri$vfta «nH4 t^bt 

^ ^ 3&lW<Qi 

(TTBHT 'g/fftOEHTT) 

3^1^ 11693:1986 

''3?TT3 2006 

4, 

an# 15702:2006 ttoft 
%*> gta-faftrffe 

“ 

fRcR«R 2006 


*Ul4> ^»t yfoMI HM<*> ^jjt, HM«t> 9 «W$< 711? RPf, IsWlV 110002, *f>l<ll<n<«f 

.^f ^taw, 3h$, -g«f| tjsn w^ti, ^rzi, «l<iuit< y ^iei«i1, 

J<*u«us y ^Pft, «»>l*^<, ^TZ^Tt, cl«H #3 34ci«*t #i 

[u'^<^t/3ft-16] 
T F&n -egm, , V^ t xref 3?5® (^f^) 

New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 


S. 0.4203.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI 

No. 

No. Year & title of the 

Indian Standards Established 

No. & year of Indian 

Standards, if any. Supersedes 
by the New Indian Standard 

Date of 
Establishment 

a> 

0 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 4530:2006 General Requirements 
for positioning and routing of 
engine exhaust pipes in motor 
vehicles (first revision) 

IS 4530:1968 

Aug. 2006 

Z 

IS 5791 ‘.200&ISO 6621-3:2000 Internal 
combustion engines -Piston rings- 
Material specification (third revision) 

IS 5791:1986 

July 2006 

3. 

IS 1l693:2006flSO21:1985 Shipbuilding- 
Inland navigation - Cable-lifters for stud- 
link anchor (first revision) 

IS 11693:1986 

July 2006 

4. 

IS 15702:2006 Automotive vehicles-air 
brake hose -Specification 

— 

Sep. 2006 


3 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, 
Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[NoTED/G-16] 

RAKESH KUMAR, Scientist ‘If & Head (Transport Engg.) 
teft, 19 2006 

^>T.3*T. 4204.—*lRcffa PFRT fWT, 1987 ^ 1WT 7 <£ ( 1) ^ WS («) ^ 

'<u c k&Ki 1? f% ^ HH«b («Ff) ^ ^ : 


sfrq 

WIT 

WTftffi *HRdk T3PRT 

WftR afft WIT IMfef 

pft 

0) 

(?) 

(3) 

(4) 

i 

3^^220 : 1988 
w-a^H $ra-%r) 

(0.1 3TfcT?TcT c% 3T?T) 

(cft^RT 

wt*R wn 2, 3FRd 2006 

15 2006 

2 

wiW 1333 : 1978 
^ °Ucll ^ U (T ^fT-i 

^ _«v , \ r> * _a. 

1^TW2*T WI?I 

(^nr^Rt?RT) 

TT^Tl 1, 3FRd 2006 

15 3TC^TC, 2006 

3 

33^^4174 : 1977 

A r« r- rv 

^jlfaTTITR 

(W^T 

WW 3, 2006 

15 2006 


sR yfil^T *T^T, 9 ^TRT ^ fc<rtnV 110 002, P(<rd1, 

4>ld4)Jdl, rT«rr 7IP§T OTferaf, 3TSH4MK, vfam, ^^7, ^TJ?, 

H«IT fcTWRTl^q $ fastf f I 

[tf. 14/3flf ^ 1333] 

\ *T^f>fT^RB T33 (WR) 


New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 

S.O. 4204.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 


Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the Indian 
Standards 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

IS 220: 1988 Fountain pen 
ink ferro-gallo tannate (0.1 

Per cent Iron Content) 

(Third revision) 

Amendment No. 2 August, 2006 

15 October, 2006 
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(.1) (2> * 

(3) 

(4) 

2 IS 1333:1978 Ink, 

Duplicating for Single 
Drum Rotary Machine- 

Amendment No. 1 August, 2006 

15 October, 2006 

(Second revision) 



3 IS 4174:1977 Specification 

for typewriter ribbons, 
cotton (First revision) 

Amendment No.3 August, 2006 

15 October, 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah Zafar 
Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices:New Delhi, Kolkata Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch Offices: 
Ahmedabad, Bangalore,Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur,Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, 
Th iru vananth ap ur am. 

[No.CHD 14/IS1333] 
Dr. U. C. SRIVASTAVA, Sc. F., Director and Head (Chemical) 


M 19 2006 

^T.3*T. 4205.—>iKcfl<4 ^ 1987 ^ tWT 7 ^ (1) ^ Tsfe (31) ^ ^ 

VKcftq f^ROT ^ ^ wfacT ^ M f: 



sin? 

Wlfad HM4> (^f) ^ 

*«<dh HH4> ~m <Hfd*fad 

HM<*> 3T«jqi mn+T ^ 

toii adk ^ 

■wihmfafa 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

l 

3fT^g?T2617 :2006 

PkrwU, afo 


31 3TR<T, 2006 


^ TtfiTOT SfTTcfa HH4> W Wf* hrf, i0 002, aHfa 

«f>lei«wai # ^rf, cT«rr ?TRsn g^rzt, t*rrrarc;, *prjL 

^FF^, v&ti, got cT«7T t I, 

[*T. Vri ^ 15/3?^ 2617] 

\ #. fit m> i?i vg® (thfr) 

New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 

S.0.4205.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of rule (7) of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed has been established on the date indicated below : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No, 

No. and title of the Indian 
Standard Established 

No. and year of Indian Standard, 
if any, superseded by the new 

Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

IS 2617:2006 

Millboard, greyboard and 
strawboard - Specification 
(second revision) 


31 August, 2006 


Copy to the Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah Zafar 
Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices:New Delhi, Kolkata Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch Offices: 
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Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, 
Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No.CHD 15/TS-2617] 
Dr. U. C. SRIVASTAVA, Sc. F., Director and Head (Chemical) 


farit, 19 mtga, 2006 

W.3TT. 4206.—'fam, 1987 ^ tWT 7 ^ ( 1) ^ Tgfe (^0 ^ 3 

l^JKI atffcRjf^T t fa MTTrfa ^ 3 ^ 13 Wlffa i\ f: 


3^ 

SfHT 

Wlfaf RRcftR-RH^(^i) fa) 

M RTH4> SKI atftishfHd 

RRcfa TfHcF aq«rai ^ 

tit, BWlI 3?tl 

WTffafcrfa 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

l 

3TT13228 : 2006 

^fan <!«fT mRoic'I faR 'iidl^K 


31 ^(Hli 2006 


RRflfa TflRiF ^ Tlfan 9,^?T5* *TPf, ^ 110 002, aHfaOTfcfa : 

farcft, *=bld°hldl, ^=Tf, "5^ <f«TT TTHsR 4»Uf<rl4f : 3I«H<HIS, Hfacf, 

■ RFTgC RSRT, Tjyt <T*1T f<TF^TT^R f l 


[tf. 15/3JI^T-13228 ] 

tft. Sfarera, ■%. TJRt, Flfcl* 3T5® (TRFH) 
New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 

S.O. 4206.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule (7) of Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed has been established on ?he date indicated below : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and title of the Indian 

Standards Established 

No. and year of Indian Standard, 
if any, superseded by the new 

Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

IS 13228:2006 - 

Corrugated fibreboard boxes for packing 
and transportation-Specification 

31 July, 2006 


(First Revision) 




Copy to the Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, 
New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata Chandigaih, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch Offices: 
Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, 
Thiruvananthapuram, 

[No.CHD 15/IS-13228] 
Dr. U. C. SRIVASTAVA, Sc. F„ Director and Head (Chemical) 

M 16 m<ga, 2006 

W.3TT. 4207.—^ ?T? Wfa 1&TT t fa ^ axf ^rdfacl 3 ^TfW<T fa^ ^ 

t; 




[WTII—3(li)] 
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«TTC<r ^FT TnsPTC :3m^28,2006/9*rffcsF6, 1928 

3 m, ttwt, «nmr sbt (amN 3 ta ftauro) atfitfm, 1957 (1957 20) (f 43 9 *^ 

3 rft#r^ wxi Mr $) «rm 4 (1) sro Tma Tifaraf WTTOhT^prA^L^TT sfa <t>Y^ ^ f^ro Tjaf^FT 

*7? 3rftTC£qFT7 ^ 3m^ 3?tf ^ tfa ^ t®T3T U (ifo*5F#)/ijfa/304, cTR^ 8 *l£ 2006 “FT 

4 >lq<rii fH<m>, 1, ^rreftmr »i«^ T^te, «*ld 4 >ia 1-700001 ^ 4 >wfcro $ ^t 
m3r«7 frgf TKterotegff fafa£s (trr?t 313*1*0, Tfrmxte, f^rRT^-495006 ( 3 rfl<m) ^ 3 ftmr ^t wm i 1 

W 3rftRJrRT ^ 3Trt^I?ft *jfa 3ffccTO£ 7T*ft oqfiR 3<m 3tfafW?9ft *RI 13 (7) 

^ref 3fa 31 m wW *ft w auft^Ri ^ m> i? Ft mfra ^ ^ fri ^ «farc, *imw9> 3tftre>ift m tWff«rar (Tr^m), 

mar* fRjf q fc m>T< r5 fl %., Tfdra ts, feRT^-495006 (wfcm) ^ ^fi 

wppft 

ftnwRTT ^ftnm *fNhmt 
fingmy $* 
ftrmr-imjw (Rrthrof) 


tSTfc (^tf41)/'3fa/304, rlrftel 8 *lf 2006 (^SP*! ^ %t* 3ff*RJpm tjpr ^0 



vm ^ft 

TITO 


dWfltf 

fasrr 


ftmfumr 



7f@7T 






1 

U«FRM)en 

135 

49 

3lfN<WST 


590.120 

«IFT 

2 


039 

49 

3Tfap*FF 


125.150 

«IFT 

3 

fcH9>*l 

354 

46 

3Tfat3>TgT 

WpTT 

060.250 

*rm 

4 


327 

49 

3ifm»iy 


021.250 

w\ 

5 


027 

42 



020.230 

w\ 


XlriT: 817. 

ooo (mm) tit 2018.81 i^u* (mm) 





T^TT flufn ; 

TITO3^7 311*^#, 3*fa?73*TC?ft $ d*T f*^ ‘’*1” 

*7 Ihh^ f 1 

tmT, Tim <*>d4>l4 i, ft-mro , ywtf 3 gfcrt qgreft t <wi f^s m ¥ m 97 fimicft 11 
tsn, urt vmff, 9^7$ 3 ifa* *j3TOft 1 3 ir < ftm> <rci ^3 < 4 tf” 97 fimRft 1 1 

[■9>T. 7T. 43015/3/2006-^K3^5«?3 r I] 
99. 3TO7 TT^TO 

MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 16th October, 2006 

S.0.4207.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that Coal is likely to be obtained from die lands men¬ 
tioned in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

Now, therefore, in exorcise of die powers conferred by sub-section (i) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as die said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intendon to prospect for coal therein; 

The plan of die area bearing Number: SECL/BSP/GM(PlgVLand/ 304, dated 8th May, 2006 covered by this notification 
can be inspected at die office of the Collector, Surguja (Chhattisgarh) or at the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House 
Street, Kolkata-700001 or at die office of the South Eastern Coalfields Limited (Revenue Section), Seepat Road. Bilaspur - 
495006 (Chhattisgarh). 

All persons interested in the land covered by this Notification shall deliver all maps. Charts and other documents 
referred to in sub-section (7) of Section 13 of the said Act to the officer- in - Charge or Head of the Department (Revenue), 
South Eastern Coalfields Limited, Seepat Road, Bilaspur - 495006 (Chhattisgarh), within’ ninety days from tile date of 
publication of this notification in the Official Gazette. 
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SCHEDULE 

Binkara Underground Project, Bisrampur Area 
District-Surguja (Chhattisgarh) 

Plan bearing No. SECL/BSP/GM(PlgyLand/ 304, dated 8th May, 2006, (Showing the land notified for prospecting). 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 

Village 

Village 

number 

Patwari halka 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Area (in 
hectares) 

Remarks 

1. 

Gumgarakala 

135 

49 

Ambikapur 

Surguja 

590.120 

Part 

2 

Katkona 

039 

49 

Ambikapur 

Surguja 

125.150 

Part 

3. 

Binkara 

354 

46 

Ambikapur 

Surguja 

060.250 

Part 

4. 

Bagdarri 

327 

49 

Ambikapur 

Surguja 

021.250 

Part 

5. 

Kandrai 

027 

42 

Surajpur 

Surguja 

020.230. 

Part 


'Total: 817.000 hectares (approximately) or 2018.81 acres (approximately) 


Boundary description: 

A-BC Line starts from point “A" in village Kandrai and passes through villages Kandrai, Gumgarakala, Katkona and 
meets at point **C”. 

C-D-E Line passes through vill age Katkona, Binkara, Bagdarri and meets at po int “E”. 

E-F-A Line passes through village Bagdarri, Kandrai and meets at the starting point “A”. 

[F. No. 43015/3/2006-PRIW-I] 
M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 

18 sregjTC, 2006 

VT.aiT. 4208.—^ t fo $ dRrlRsId ^ ^ SlfayTCT far* ^ 

'WWm t; 

3RT; 3TS, W* fa (S{fa 3?fr foSTO) 1957 ( 1957 20) (M jfa jfa: 

srfafwi wmTjm f) *rrcr4 (l) vifwT^rrircto fa 3 

319^ 3TT7T9 9>t f - ; 

TQ <£ 3Tcpfa sfa ^ tft-i (|)niM^3W745-0506, ciRha 12^, 2006^r 

felfats (TF5R3 fWt), W*, '^T T T^-440001 (W?) ^ W 9T 

(ntTki*^) ^ «M<4d<4 9T Pi <{*«*>, 1, «bl’>3<i)d ‘?T3RT <t>ld«t>kli ^.«bl4fdM f^TT I 

3TfV*£TCI ^ 3ppfcT 3^ ^Tcft ^ ^ 3}fapFTC 13 3W (7) $ 

wf, afk 3PT ^ 3Tfa^RT ^ <nftST ^ ^ ^ m tr frmTRT«T$T 

(TTSf^sr), %, ^ j^z, Mm Hm ^-440001 (w?) fa fain 1 

*T5?* 

itarorcn ^sr-n *wra> 
nrsrfl $br 

f^THT--€r^r ( ) 

U *ft-l (|) IIlM#^31R/745-0506, clrfta 12 fa, 2006) 


HIM ^>T *UM 

9e<4RT TH5RT 


f^TT 

fa $<£*H i\ 


1 

28 



21.00 

<7FT 


fa ; 21.00 fafat (WR) 
■qi 


51.89U<SS (?R*FT) 

fam infa: 

"91 fadcft $1 
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fGURWR : 28,2006/*lffo 6,1928 

^r-^r ^n, -m ^wrar ^ M ^ i ikt ^ mtt Utm iki n«r yraft afr ^ren foncum dtwwi 

mfi Utm ^ ^praft $$ 11 V ^c 1*WRft 11 

■si-^r ^srr, um^raRfr^8NR^iRft t^fo^ranrcniirc^aiT^^fon ^^i^r^RT^nwaupt^lti 

3^«n^r**^» ,, t^5’q^ft^Rft t i 

l*L 43015/4/2006-^Ra«lfg5^-I] 
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New Delhi, the 18th October, 2006 

S.O. 4208. —Whereas it appears to the Central Government that Coal is likely to be obtained from the lands men¬ 
tioned in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of die powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal therein; 

The plan bearing No. C-1 (E)IB/JJMR/745-0506 dated the 12th May, 2006of the area covered by this notification can 
be inspected in the office of the Western Coalfields Limited (Revenue Department), Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur-440001 
(Maharashtra) or in the office of the Collector, Chandrapur (Maharashtra) or in the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council 
House Street, Kolkata. 

Ail persons interested in the lands covered by this Notification shall deliver all maps, charts and other documents 
referred to in Sub-section (7) of Section 13 of the said Act to the Officer-in-Charge or Head of the Department (Revenue), 
Western Coalfields Limited, Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur-440 001 (Maharashtra), within ninety days from the date of 
publication of this notification in the Official Gazette. 

SCHEDULE 

Telwasa Phase-II Block, Majri Area, 

District Chandrapur, Maharashtra 


[C-l (E)III/JJMR/745-0506 dated the 12lh May, 2006]. 


SI. 

No. 

Name of Patwari circle Tahsil 

Village number 

District Area in 

hectares 

Remarks 

1. 

Telwasa 28 Bhadrawati 

Chandrapur 21.00 

Part 

Total area: 21.00 hectares (approximately) or 51.89 acres (approximately) 


Boundary description: 

A-B Line starts from point "A" through village Telwasa along the eastern bank of Wardha River of village Tel wasa and 

meets atpoint‘B\ 

BC Line passes through village Telwasa and proceeds along the outer boundary of Naliah and then crosses Nallah 
then proceeds along the outer boundary of Telwasa Block and meets at point ‘C’. 

C-D Line passes through village Telwasa along with the outer boundary of village road and meets at point *D’. 

D.A Line passes through village Telwasa and proceeds along the outer boundary of Telwasa village and outer bound¬ 

ary of village road and meets at starting point ‘A’. 

{No. 43015/4/2006-FRIW-I] 
M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 

Ti 19 2006 

*>i.3TT. 4209.—-*t><1 4C ytflfl (jlui $ 

3TcT: 3*4, WOTR, *IR4» fa (3T^T 3^ faSTRT) atfqpRUl , 1957 (1957 «f>T 20) (ftltf W4R( 
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New Delhi, the 19th October, 2006 

S.O. 4209.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the lands 
mentioned in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Centra 1 Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal therein; 

The plan bearing No. Geo/109 dated 21st March, 2006 containing th^ area covered by this 
notification can be inspected in the office of the Bharat Coking Coal Limited (Estate Department), Koyla Bha^an, Dhanbad 
or in the office of the Deputy Commissioner. Bokaro (Jharkhand) or in the office of the Coal Controller. 1. CouncilHouse 
Street, Kolkata. 

All persons interested in the land covered by this notification shall deliver all maps, charts and other documents 
referred to in Sub-section (7) of Section 13 of the said Act to the Officer- in - Charge / Head of the Department (Estate), 
Bharat Coking Coal Limited. Koyla B ha wan, Dhanbad within ninety days from the date of publication of this notification. 

SCHEDULE 

Candrapura Sub Basin Jharia Coalfields, 

District Bokaro 

Drg. No. Geo/109 dated 21st March. 06 (Showing land to be notified for prospecting) 

Block- M A" 


SI. 

No. 

Village 

Thana 

Thana 

No. 

District 

Area in 

acres 

Area in 
hectares) 

Remarks 

1 

Pipradih 

Chandrapura 

107 

Bokaro 

158.63/) 

64.199 

Part 

2. 

Chandrapura 

Chandrapura 

108 

Bokaro 

99.827 

40.399 

Part 

3. 

Ratari 

Chandrapura 

110 

Bokaro 

59.797 

24.199 

Part 

4. 

Rangamati 

Chandrapura 

87 

Bokaro 

40.030 

16.200 

Part 

5. 

Ghaliari 

Chandrapura 

88 

Bokaro 

19.768 

8-txxi 

Part 


Total Area = 378.058 Acres (approx.) 
or 152.99-7 hectares (approx.) 


Boundary Description: 

A-B Line starts from point "A” and passes through village Pipradih and meets at common boundary of village Pipradih 
and Rnlari point at "B" 

B-C-D Line starts from common boundary of village Pipradih and Rnlari and passes through Chandrapura and meets at 
common boundary ofRalari and Clumdrapura at point "D". > 

D-E Line starts from common boundary of Ralari and Chandrapura and meets at common boundary of Chandrapura 
and Rangamati at point *E\ 

E-F Line starts from common boundary of Chandrapura and Rangamati and meets at common boundary of Pipradih - 

and Rangamali at point”F’\ 

F-G Line starts from common boundary of Pipradih and Rangamati and meets at common boundary of Raiigai)iaU and 
Ghaliari at point “G“. 

G-H Line starts from common boundary of Rangamali and Ghaliari and passes through Glialiari and mcelsas common 

boundary of Ghatiari and Pipradih. 

H-A Line passes through Ghaliari and meets at common boundary of Ghaliari and Pipradhi at point "A”. 

| F. No. 43015/2/2006-PRI W-l | 

M. SHAHABUDEEN. Under Secs. 

frdiPcfqH 333 if^TcT ST 

3^ fa#, 25 2006 
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fa TRR TRRfRcT 37f^^oH|3rf fat 'SlfcRT vjjHtll fa) 'dfasi 04-08-2006 fat RfR fa Rs? fa; 

fate fete fa RRR -jjHaI fa fats* 3TTfa UR Rf>t i|R; 

fa rsir Rife-fa fa, to siffafaRR fat rtci 6 fat ^rrkt ( 1 ) fa fate fafate trrrt fat sfet ftete i fa t; 

fa fafate RTOR, fa TO fate RT feK RRfa fa RTRT^ fa RS famB fa Rte TC % TO fa? W?dl?fa teste fa ffa 
faffa t, TR fa TOfa fa falRRt RR faR Rfa RR ffafaRR fen $; 

3B:, 3TR, R>fate TKRRT, ^Rcf 3fafaffaRR RFft RRI 6 fat RRRRT (1) gRl RRR TTtecffa RR faW fate RF Wta u n Rite) i? 

% TR sffejRRi fa w 3T^^t fa tetefe *[ffa fa wtHite fete faterq TOte fa siteRnr rr a^te fen wrt $; 

fa, fafate TOR, "3RR 3fafaf=TRR fat RTU 6 fat TR^RI (4) gRT RRR Slffalfa RR fatFT Rite 1^, ffatel fat “t % HI54dfa 
fete fa ten* far fa toRt RR SlfeR, ^R Rfen fa TO?H RTt fafa fat, fafafa TRRR^ fa tefe gte fat Tfm., RT?TRT?fa 

fete rr rrttr Rfa Rifat far (fa^Ri) tfaffafag; fa tefe fan fa cT^fa, farfafafa toRt rr srferc, rrjtc fatefte 
teRfafa fa Traf fa sifate fat ir, RRt tecfafaf fa *jrr, far (fasRt) faffas fa tefar fan t 




ffan 


* 

RIR 

faf t 

fafa cffa fa 





ffa fa (faB. fa) 


fa*M 

fan 

168 (fait) 
far 

0.3000 

0.3000 


[RR. fa. RB-14014/20/04-faWt. (RTR-I) ] 


RR. fa *F5B, 3BR Rfe 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 25th October, 2006 

S.0,4210.—Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
number S.O. 2502 dated 20-06-2006 issued under Sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Aquisition of Right of Users in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central 
Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to those 
notifications for the purpose of living pipeline for transport of natural gas through Dehej-Hazira-Uran and its spur (GAIL- 
Hazira to Sheel-Hazira) pipeline in the State of Gujarat by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notifications were made available to the public on 04/08/2006; 

And whereas no objections were received from the public to the laying of the pipeline; 

And whereas the Competent Authority has, under Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted its report 
to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government has, after considering the said report, decided to acquire the Right of User 
in the lands specified in the Schedule; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Cenral 
Government hereby declares that the Right of User in the land specified in the Schedule is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline. 

And, further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right of User in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the 
Central Government, vest, on this date of the publication of the declaration, in the GAIL (India) Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


District 

Tahsil 

Village 

Survey No. 

Area to be acquired 
for R.O.U. (in Hect.) 

SURAT 

CHORYASI 

MORA 

168 (Paiki) 

Total 

0.3000 

0.3000 


[F. No. L-14014/20/04-G.P.(Part-I)] 
S.B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 
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SRT 3frT ftlriTTT ftsIMq 


Bench of Lok Adalat 


^%vft, 3 2006 


^T.3ir. 4211.- 


7,1947(1947 


14 ) ^ftftrif 17 if, WSTCT^T. i 7ft. -^r. 

ftt ftft ctftcfcRf 

ft fttfire aflsiUhq> fw; ft 7 K4 >k ftNlPhfc arfq^r, 

(TftrftftlW 134/2002) M^lTVM Wt t, 

^ TTT^R 3-10-2006 ^ ^3TT «TT 1 

[ft. T^r-22012/30/2001-3TI^ 3TR (7ft. ^.-11)] 
3T3PT =pnT ftte, STfftcFift 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 


New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4211.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 134/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of SECL, Kusmunda 
Project. SECL. and their workman which was received by 
the Central Government on 3-10-2006. 

[No. L-22012/30/2001-IR (CM-H)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/134/02 

PRESENT: 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri P. Baladrishnan. 

Through General Secretary 7 , 

Chhattisgarh Khadan Kharkhana Mazdoor Union, 
Village and P. O. Bankimongra, 

Kor6a (MP) ... Workman/Union 


Versus 

The Deputy General Manager, 

SECL, Kusmunda Project 

PO. Kusmunda Colliery, Distt. Korba, 

Korba (MP) 

The Chief General Manager, 

SECL, Kusmunda Project 

PO: Kus mund a Colliery, Distt. Korba, 

Korba (MP) ...Managements 


1. Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
CGIT, Cum Labour Court 
Jabalpur 

2. ShriR.C.Shrivastava, 

Advocate 

3. ShriLiyakatUllah. 

Advocate 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of September. 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/30/2001-IR (CM-II) dated 
2-9-02 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of SECL. 
Kusmunda Project. Distt. Korba (Chhattisgarh State) 
in deducting the penal rent from the salary of 
Sh. P. Baladrishnan. Clerk-i and that also during tire 
pendency of conciliation proceedings is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what lelief the workman is 
entitled V 

2. In this reference, application (paper No. 9) has 
been moved by workman Shri Baladrishnan with the prayer 
that he may be permitted to withdraw this case as not 
pressed. Shri A. K. Shashi. Advocate for the management 
has no objection against the aforesaid application of the 
w orkman and therefore tire reference was closed for aw ard. 

3. It is very clear from the above that the dispute has 
been settled between the parties perhaps on ihe basis of 
compromise and therefore the workman has moved the 
aforesaid application for withdrawing this reference 
proceeding. Likewise Shri A. K. Shashi. Advocate the 
learned counsel for the management t as no objection 
against the above application of the workman, which clearly 
means that the industrial dispute has been settled between 
the parties perhaps on the basis of compromise. 

4. In view of the above, it shall be just and reasonable 
to pass no dispute award. Accordingly no dispute award 
is passed without any orders as to costs. 

5. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry 7 of Labour as per rules. 

CM. SINGH. 

PO. CGIT-cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur. 

Chairman 

R. C. SRIVASTAVA. Advocate 
Member 

LIYAKATULLAH. Advocate 
Member 


.. Chairman 

... Member 

.. . Member 
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ftcvft, 3 2006 

cRT.3ir. 4212.—Piw StfrifWT, 1947 (1947 
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[ft. T^-22012/340/2002-3^ 3VK (ftt T^.-II)] 
3T5PT ^TR 7%, 3Tf«m) 

New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4212.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publidies the Award (Ref No. 115/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tnbunal-cum-Labour 
Cou rt. Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
D ispute between the management of Northern Coalfields 
Limited. Jhingurdha Project, and their workman which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-10-2006. 

[No. L-22012/340/2002-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TREBUNAL-CUNI-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/^5/03 

PRESENT: 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri Uday Prakash, 

Th rough The Secretary, 

NCL Workers Union Singrauii (INTUC), 
SHF-I52.NCL Colony, 

POJhingurda. Distt. Sidhi 

Sidhi (MP) ... Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

Northern Coalfields Limited, 

Jhingurda Project, 

PO Jhingurdha, Distt. Sidhi (MP), 

Sidlii (MP) ... Management 

Bench of Lok Adalat 

1. Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 

Jabalpur ...Chairman 

2. Shri R. C. Shrivastava, 

Advocate ... Member 

3. Shri Liyakat Ullah. 

Advocate ... Member 


AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of September, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/340/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 
24-6-03 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Northern 

Coalfields Limited, Jhingurdha Project in dismissing 

Shri Uday Prakash, Dumper Operator from services 

vide order dated 15-4-98 is legal and justified ? If not, 

to what relief he is entitled ?” 

2. In this reference, the Secretary of INTUC 
Shri Shambhu Nath Singh submitted on behalf of the 
workmen/Union that he does not want to press this 
reference. Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate, the learned counsel 
for the management submitted that he has no objection if 
no dispute award is passed in the matter without any order 
as to costs. 

3. It is very clear from the above that perhaps the 
matter has been compromised between the parties and now 
no dispute is left between them. 

4. In view of the above, it shall be just and reasonable 
to pass no dispute award. Accordingly no dispute award 
is passed without any orders as to costs. 

5. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C M SINGH, 
PO, CGlT-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur. 

Chairman 

R C. SHRIVASTAVA, Advocate 
Member 

LIYAKAT ULLAH, Advocate 
Member 

^ 3 2006 

7FT.3ir. 4213.—1947 (1947 

14) *urri7 % arprcq ft', - ^rO' q tt w £ ftt 

% % ms foiforaft 4>4 <+>kT %ftH arjsfa 

%T3TZ 123/2003) Wtt, 

ftl pr™ ^13-10-2006 3JTRT £3TT s*p | 

[ft. TT^-220l2/222/2002-3TI^ 31TC (ft). T^T.-II)] 

ftte, tpp arfwft 

New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4213.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 123/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
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Dispute between the management of SECL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 3-10-2006. 

[No. L-22012/222/20G2-IR (CM-H)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/123/03 

PRESENT: 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri Ramesh Prasad Soru, 

Through Area General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Colliery Workers Federation, 

Johilla Area of SECL, 

PONowrozabad, 

Umana (MP) ... Wotkman/Union 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

South Eastern Coalfields Limited, 

Johilla Area of SECL, 

PO: Nowrozabad. 

Umaria(MP) ... Management 

Bench of Lok Adalat 

1. Shri C M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 

Jabalpur 

2 Shri R. C Shrivastava, 

Advocate 

3. Sliri Liyakat Ullah, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of September, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/222/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 
10-7-03 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:— 

* Whether the demand of the Rashtriya Colliery 
Workers Federation from the management of SECL, 
Johilla area to redesignate Sh. Ramesh Prasad Soni, 
General Clerk as Accounts Clerk Grade-I is just and 
fai r ? If so. to what relief is the workman entitled and 
from what date T 

2. In this reference proceeding; Shri A. K. Shashi, 
Advocate the learned counsel for the management 


submitted that the dispute has been settled between the 
workman and the management and the settlement deed 
has been filed on record. Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate, the 
learned counsel for the management and Shri Tilak Kumar, 
Senior Personnel Officer for the management proved the 
settlement deed on record. Shri Tilak Kumar, Sr. Personnel 
Officer for management also identified the signature of 
workman Shri Ramesh Prasad Soni on the settlement deed. 
It shall be worthwhile to note here that notices have been 
sent to the workman by registered AD post as well as 
under certificate of posting but he failed to appear. Perhaps 
the reason is that the matter has been settled between the 
parties and therefore the workman has no interest in the 
matter now. 

3. It is very clear from the above that the industrial 
dispute between the parties has been resolved by mutual 
understanding and now no dispute is left between the 
parties. The memorandum of settlement reveals the 
following terms and conditions of settlement:— 

1, ill'll «w RHto 26 - 4~95 ri 

TT HKqmd ^ cRSI TPF1 3TR st u il 

eriSTTFriT 'JIFFIII 

riopf 3RT ^ Hql-iRl 

StitlK ^>1 h1*i * 15 ^ I 

3. Sit (Pl<3iRirMet> 

M-WI 26-4-95 MFft 

TTMlfir STFTPft Z % 

RPmhI % ■MTMR thrill W 





% TPWJ ^TT % -aPEpF^im yfatvi % 
HUT 611 WoPR'SRT % 

TFTSJ 

IS* THJriT ^ fm* ^ I 

m! ' < 4i t nci^/yipH c t>iO TFT23 *l^T <icsl^fl "3IT TT^riT I 

6.* 3TM ^ 15 fi^TT % 

% ^ 

(%, ) %TFT^3TT<I?T I 

4. The terms and conditions mentioned above of the 
settlement are just and proper and therefore the award is 
passed in terms of settlement without any order as to costs. 
The reference is decided accordingly. 


... Chairman 
... Member 

... Member 
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5. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

CM. SINGH, 
PO, C GIT-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur, 

Chairman 

R C. SHRIVASTAVA, Advocate, 
Member 

LIYAKATJJLLAH, Advocate, 
Member 

2006 

W.3tT. 4214.—pWiq 3?fafWT, 1947 (1947 
^14 ) ^ tTRT17 % 'it. 

3TT5. T^rt. % ■srtr <u4«w4 % 

apjsiq-fr' fc-ffoz 

3mre5T"T, (wtwn 79/1995 ) M^lf^! 

Wtt, ^ 3-10-2006^3^1^3^1 

[ri. ^-22012/398/1994-^3TK (#-II)] 

rite, srfwft 

New Delhi, the 3rd October. 2006 

S.O. 4214. —Eu pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 79/1995) 
of t he Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. Jabalpur as shown in die Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of CMPD1L and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-10-2006. 

|No. L-22012/398/1994-IR (C-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
IN DUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/79/95 

PRESENT: 

Shri C. M. Singh. Presiding Officer 

The Secretary. 

R.C. M. S.(INTUC). 

PO: Jay ant Colliery. 

Sidhi ... Workman/Union 

lerstts 

The CMD. CMPDIL, 

Gondwara Place. 

Kanke Road. 

Ranchi .. . Management 


Bench of Lok Adalat 

1. Shri C.M Singh, Presiding Officer 
CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 

Jabalpur ... Chairman 

2. ShriRC.Shrivastava, 

Advocate ... Member 

3. ShriLiyakatUllah, 

Advocate ... Member 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of September, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No ; L-22012/398/94-IR (C-II) dated 
16-5-95 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of Chairman-cum-Managing 
Director, Coal Mines Planning and Design Institute 
Ltd., Ranchi in superceding Shri Abid Hussain 
Ansari, Cat-I, General Mazdoor (Peon) at CMPDIL, 
RI-VI, Singrauli by promoting persons junior to him 
to the post of clerk Gr.-III is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled V 

2. In this reference proceeding, the workman moved 
an application with the submission that he wants to 
withdraw' the case on their ow n w ithout any pressure from 
any comer. Shri A. K. Shashi. Advocate the learned counsel 
for the management moved another application for 
preponing the date for taking the case in Lok Adalat. In 
this application, it has also been submitted on behalf of 
management that the management discussed the case w ith 
the workman out of the court who convincted with the 
stand of the management. Shri A. K. Shashi. Advocate the 
learned counsel for the management submitted that he has 
no objection if no dispute award without anv order as to 
costs is passed in this case. 

3. It is very clear from the above that the matter has 
been compromised between the parties and it shall be just 
and reasonable to pass no dispute award. Accordingly no 
dispute award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour ns per rules. 

C.M SINGH. 

PO, CGIT-cum-Labour Court Jabalpur. 

Chairman 

R. C. SHRIVASTAVA. Advocate, 
Member 

LIYAKAT ULLAH, Advocate, 
Member 


[HFTIl—^g 3 (ii)] 


9061 


TT3m : 3PKEK 28, 2006/^lfiNr 6, 1928 


M 3 2006 

W.31T. 4215.—(qqiq 1947 (1947 

*ST 14) ^t «HTT 17 % -ft, %te TT^JR aiFR 5 ! 

^PT#5i % WTO % MdWtf 

sftr <H*> <fc4<W<y ftffrg 3Mte rf 

^K<6k 3ftalPi«h effi^tU/SW ^l^iw-n, %w 
( wt Mir 2/40/2004 ) wite *R?ft t, -aft %te ^FTT 

29-9-2006 3JT* *TT I 

[U T^T-270l2/44/85--St-in (aft)] 
rffr. T^T. £fas, 3TO 

New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 ' 

S.O. 4215.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/40/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-II, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Iron and Manganese Ore Welfare 
Organisation and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 29-9-2006. 

[No. L-27012/44/85-D-IH (B)] 
B.M. DAVfD, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. H, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference : CGIT-2/40 of2004 

(Old Ref. No. CGIT-2/39of 1986) 

Employers in relation to the management of: 

Welfare Commissioner, Iron and Manganese Ore 
Welfare Organization, Panaji, Goa. 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

Newton Mazarelo, 

R/oWim, Ohzaino, 

Mascarenhas Waddo, Salcete, Goa. 

APPEARANCE: 

Forthe Employer : Mr. N. J. Gonsalves, 
Advocate 

Forthe Workmen : Mr. Cruz Mazarelo, 
Representative 


Date of reserving Award: 20th June, 2006 
Date of passing of Award: 13th July, 2006 
AWARD4I 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceeding are as under: 

1. Writ Petition No. 153 of 199 was filed under Articles 
226 and 227 of the Constitution challenging the Award 
passed by the Central Government Industrial Tribunal on 
18th June, 1998 in Reference No. CGIT-2/89of 1986 and by 
the said Order Second Party Workman was directed to be 
reinstated with continuity in service and with foil bade 
wages from the date of termination, i.e. I5th October, 1980 
and the order of termination dated 15 th October, 1980was 
held to be not justified. The said Award came to be 
confirmed by the learned single Judge and, therefore, an 
intra-Court appeal was treated by Hon. Division Bench of 
our High Court sitting at Goa for correction of the said 
Order dated 6th February, 2004. 

2. The employee i.e. 2nd Party Workman came to be 
appointed in the temporary post of Laboratory Technician 
in the office of the Vice Chairman of the Iron Ore Mines 
Labour Welfare Fund Advisory Committee for Goa, Daman 
and Diu by Memorandum dated 12th March, 1974 and by 
the further Order dated 25th April, 1974, issued by the Vice 
Chairman of the Iron Ore Mines Labour Welfare Fund 
Organization at Goa, became to be appointed as temporary 
laboratory Technician in the Central Hospital, Tiska, 
Darbandore, under the office of the Vice Chairman of the 
said organization/committee in the pay scale of Rs. 180— 
300. The post of Laboratory Technician is a permanent 
post, but the employee was appointed on temporary basis. 
After about six years his services came to be terminated by 
the Order dated 15th October, 1980 passed by the Welfare 
Commissioner by invoking his powers under Rule 5(1) of 
the Central Services (Temporary Services) Rules, 1965 
(hereinafter referred to as the Rules, for short). The said 
termination order came to be challenged in Writ Petition 
No. Ill of 1982 and the said petition was disposed as 
withdrawn after it was amended. The employee thereafter 
submitted a representation dated 3rd September, 1984, and 
raised an industrial dispute before the Assistant Labour 
Commissianer (Central), \fesco da Gama, alleging that the 
Welfare Commissioner—Iron and Manganese Ore Welfare 
Organization, Panaji had illegally terminated his services 
with effect from 15th October, 1980. The Conciliation officer 
submitted his failure report dated 1st August. 1985 to the 
Secretary, Ministry of Labour, Government of India and a 
reference under Section 10(1) erf the Industrial Disputes 
Act for adjudication came to be made by the Labour 
Ministry. The issue referred for adjudication read thus:— 

"Whether the action of the management of Welfare 

Commissioner, Iron and Manganese Ore Welfare 

Organization, in respect of Centra 1 Hospital, Tiska in 
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terminating the services of Shri Newton Mazarelo, 
Laboratory Technician with effect from 15th October, 
1980 is justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

3. Before this Tribunal, the reference came to be 
registered as Reference No. CGIT-2/39 of 86 and on 
consideration of the respective averments as well as the 
evidence before it, this Tribunal by its Award dated 18th 
June. 1998 allowed the reference directing reinstatement of 
2nd Party with full back wages and continuity in service. 

4. The 1st Party filed its written statement under the 
signature of the Welfare Commissioner on 3rd February, 

1987 at Exhibit 6. In para 6 of the said Written Statement it 
set out in detail the unsatisfactory service record of the 
employee right from 1977. In para 8 it set out the instances 
of dereliction of duty by the employee and in para 9 the 
reasons for issuance of the termination order as well as 
non-applicability of the provisions of Section 25(f) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. In para 9 of the Written 
Statement (Exhibit 6) submitted before the Tribunal as 
under: 

”9. The record of preference by Shri Newton 
Mazarelo, being as narrated above, his incompatible 
temperament with the other staff his habit of needling 
with other people affairs, his failure to think and act 
clearly the adverse remarks of the past 3 years and 
above all his profession dishonesty in rendering 
bogus investigation reports, without carrying out 
the necessary investigation, compelled the Welfare 
Commissioner to take stem action against him. As 
the very lives of the patients were in danger and the 
reputation of the Organization was at stake, the 
services of Shri Newton Mazarelo, Lab. Technician 
who was a purely temporary employee, had to be 
terminated with immediate effect on 15-10-1980, under 
Rule 5(1) of the Central Civil Services (Temporary 
Serv ice) Rules, 1965, by paying him a month’s salary 
in advance in lieu of one month’s notice. The Welfare 
Commissioner submits that he was within his rights 
to terminate the services of the employee, Shri 
Newton Mazarelo, who was a temporary employee, 
under Rule 5(1) of the said Rules, is therefore, 
submitted that the termination of the services of the 
employee, Shri Netwen Mazarelo, is fully justified 
and is in order. If an inquiry was to be held in the 
charges leveled against him, there would have been 
a time lag. not to speak of the public scandal and the 
harm which would have been caused to the reputation 
of the Hospital. The case of Shri Newton Mazarelo 
w as a typical case of the Employer losing confidence 
in the employee whose continuance in service even 
for a brief period for holding an inquiry under the 
service mles was neither possible nor advisable in 
view of the dangerous consequences w hich would 
have possibly ensued in treating the patients. 


Considering his deliberate acts of submitting bogus 
investigation reports and of not entering MRD Nos. 
on the reports giving rise to possibilities of wrong 
reports being connected to the case papers of the 
patients resulting in complications and fatalities of 
the patients. In view of this, the employer submits 
that the action taken to terminate the services of 
Shri Newton Mazarelo with immediate effect under 
Rule 5(1) of Central Civil Services (Temporary 
Services) Rules, 1965, was not only warranted but 
was the only course open to the Employer in the 
circumstances. The Employer seeks to rely on the 
various rulings of the High Courts and the Supreme 
Court which have upheld such action taken by the 
Employer for loss of confidence in the employee and 
have held that such termination does not violate 
Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
which enacts a safeguard against wrongful 
retrenchment. In the circumstances, the Employer 
submits that the Employer was not under a legal 
obligation to pay retrenchment compensation to the 
applicant while terminating his services under Rule 
5(1) of the said Central Civil Services (Temporary 
Service) Rules, 1965.” 

5. In view of the above pleadings my Ld. Predecessor 
framed Issues at Exhibit 13 and on the basis of the said 
Issues Award was passed by my Ld. Predecessor on 18th 
June, 1998 holding termination under the challenge not 
justified with directions to 1st Party to reinstate 2nd Party' 
Workman alongwith full back wages and continuity of 
service. Said Award was challenged by 1st Party by filing 
Writ Petition No. 153 of 1999. While disposing of the said 
Writ Petition Hon 'ble High Court confirmed the Order of 
my Ld. Predecessor. Said order was challenged by the 1st 
Party by filing Letters Patent Appeal No. 5 of 2004. Our 
Hon’ble Division Bench sitting at Goa remanded the matter 
for fresh adjudication by making certain observ ations by 
quashing and setting aside the impugned order passed by 
my Ld. Predecessor which was upheld by Hon’ble Single 
Bench sitting at Goa observing that the view taken by 
Single Bench of Bombay High Court sitting at Goa while 
deciding the Writ Petition No. 153 of 1999 

‘'does not appear to be keeping with the well- 
established legal position in so far as the employees 
of the Central Government employees are concerned. 

6. In view of the observations made by our Hon. 
Division Bench sitting at Goa, Issues arise at this juncture 
for determination which 1 answer as follows : 


Issues Findings 

(i) Whether termination dated Order of 

15th October. 1980 services discharge 

of 2 nd Party' was a punitive simpliciter 


order or an order of discharge 
simpliciter? 
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(ii) Whether it is justifiable Yes 

looking Rule 5( 1) of Rules 

• framed under Article 309 

as well as Articles 114,16 
and 311 of Constitution ? 
or 

(iii) Whether said termination fall No 

under illegal retrenchment within 

meaning of Section 2 (oo) of 
Industrial Disputes Act ? 

(iv) What order ? As per 

Order 

below 

ISSUES 1 TO 3 
REASONS: 

7. In Support of his case the employee, 2nd Party 
Workman, had submitted affidavit by way of examination- 
in-chicf and he was cross-examined by then Department. 
On behalf of the Department, two witnesses, namely 
Mr. Aziz Ahmed, S/o Abdul Halin, Welfare Administrator 
and Mr A. Soiddeshi, Assistant Welfare Commissioner, 
w ere examined. It was contended that the Iron Ore Mines 
Manganese Ore Mines and Chrome Ore Mines Labour 
Welfare Fund came to be constituted under the Iron Ore 
Mines and Chrome Ore Mines Labour Welfare Fund Act, 

1976 bv the Government of India, by invoking its rule¬ 
making powers under Section 14 and the Government of 
1 ndia has framed the Iron Ore Mines Manganese Ore Mines 
and Chrome Ore Mines Labour Welfare Fund Rules, 1978. 
Rule 18 therein states that persons appointed under Section 
8 shall be governed by such mles relating to the terms and 
conditions of service applicable to Central Government 
Sen ice. Section 8(2) of the Iron Ore Mines Act states that 
the Central Government may, by general or special order, 
direct a Welfare Commissioner to appoint such staff as is 
considered necessary for the purpose of the Act and the 
I ron Ore Mines Manganese Ore Mines and Labour Welfare 
Cess Act. 1976. As per Section 8(3) of the Act every person 
appointed shall be deemed to be a public servant within 
the meaning of Section 21 of the Indian Penal Code. There 
is no dispute that the Welfare Commissioner was the 
appointing authority for employee, the employee was a 
serv ant of the Central Government and his service 
conditions were governed by the Central Civil Services 
(Temporary Sen ices) Rules, 1965. 

8. Though First Party made out case through its 
witness, the details of unsatisfactory' service record 
purportedly leading to loss of confidence and supporting 
the disciplinary' authority's powers under Rule 5(1) of the 
Rules to terminate a temporary employee without assigning 
any reasons, my predecessor held that the said termination 
amounted to retrenchment within the meaning of Section 
2{oo) of the Industrial Disputes Act. The said termination. 


was in contravention of the provisions of Section 25(f) of 
the said Act and the termination was not justified. The 
primary issue regarding the jurisdiction of the Tribunal to 
entertain and adjudicate the reference was also answered 
against the First Party. 

9. While deciding the above Letters Patent Appeal 
Division Bench dealt with the alleged Issue of non-payment 
of notice pay’ alongwith the termination order dated 15th 
October; 1980by referring case of Management of M.C. D. 
Vs. PremChand Gupta and Anr. (AIR2000 S. C. 454), it has 
been held that consequent to the amendment of Rule 5 of 
the Rules with effect from 1st May, 1965, the failure to make 
the payment of notice pay/compensation, does not vitiate 
the termination order as the payment of compensation 
simultaneously with the order of termination is not a 
condition precedent. Referring decision of the Supreme 
Court which examined the applicability of Section 25F of 
the 6th I.D. Act wherein it is observed that even though 
the termination order was issued under Rule 5(1) of the 
Rules it is noticed that the provisions of Section 25F got 
squarely attracted as the order of termination was not by 
way of punishment, by referring to its earlier dedsionby a 
three Judge Bench in the case of State Bank of India Vs. 
N. Surendara Money, (AIR 1976S. C. 1111) and Constitution 
Bench Judgment in the case of Punjab Land Development 
Officer, Labour CouiL Chandigarh, (1990)3 SCC6821. In all 
these cases the employer was either a corporation, company 
or undertaking owned by the Central Government or the 
State Government. Such is not the case at hand. Here First 
Party is Central Government activity i.e. Hospital and not 
an Industry. It is observed that: 

“The employee was the servant of the Government 

of India and not of any corporation or company 

owned by the State or Central Government ?” 

10. Under such circumstances, it is observed by our 
Hon’ble Division Bench sitting at Goa while examining the 
challenged termination order dated 15th October, 1980, on 
the ground of its justifiability, the following three issues 
were required to be adjudicated upon : 

(a) whether the termination order was punitive or 
stigmatic and/or amounted to punishment; 

(b) whether it was required to be proceeded by a 
departmental enquiry regarding the unsatisfactory 
service record, dereliction in duty and loss of 
confidence, etc. and 

(c) whether the termination order was in breach of 
any of the service mles or guarantee provided 
under Article 311 read with Articles 14 and 16 of 
the Constitution; 

and also observed that: 

"The Tribunal did not do so and in fact, it appears to 

have been overwhelmed by the contentions of the 


32-6 
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employee that his termination amounted to 
retrenchment and as there was failure to comply with 
Section 25F of the I. D. Act, the termination order 
was illegal. This approach of the Tribunal was 
manifestly erroneous. The term retrenchment has 
been defined under Section 2(oo) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act and it means the termination by the 
employer of the services of a workman for any reason 
whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted 
by way of disciplinary action, but does not include— 

(a) Voluntary retirement of the Workman, or 

(b) Retirement of the workman on reaching the age 
of superannuation. If the contract employment 
between the employer and the workman 
concerned contains a stipulation in that behalf, 
or 

(bb) termination of the service of the workman as a 
result of the non-renewal of the contract of 
employment between the employer and the 
workman concerned on its expiry or of such 
contract being terminated under a stipulation in 
that behalf contained therein , or 

(c) termination of the service of a workman on the 
ground of continued ill-health. 

It is also observed that:— 

"On the face of the pleadings raised by the 1st Party 
in its written statement before the Tribunal (Exhibit 
6) admittedly, clause (a) to (c) of Section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, were not attracted. However, 
it was necessary for the Tribunal to record a finding 
that the termination Order impugned did not amount 
to punishment or loss of confidence or was not based 
on unsatisfactory performance. In the case of Chandu 
Lai Vs. The Management of M/s. Pan American 
World Airways Ine., (AIR 1985 S. C. 1128),andKomal 
Kishore Lakshman Vs. Management of M/s. Pan 
American World Airways Inc. and Ors., (AIR 1987 S. 
C. 229), it has been held that the termination of 
services by the employer by way of inflicting 
punishment for misconduct on the ground of loss of 
confidence, does not amount to retrenchment within 
the meaning of Section 2(oo) of Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947 " 

11. As observed by our Hon’ble Division Bench 
sitting at Goa. a similar order of termination had come up 
for consideration before a Three Judge Bench in the case 
of Air-India Corporation. Bombay Vs. V. A. Revellowand 
Anr. [(1972) 1 SCC 8141], One of the two issues decided 
was whether the termination of service was a dismissal as 
alleged or w as a mere termination of service not amounting 
to dismissal. 

12. The termination order was issued by invoking 
pow ers under Regulation 48 of the Air India Employees 


Service Regulations and the provisions of the said 
Regulations are akin to the scheme of Rule 5( 1) of the Rules. 
Regulation 48 states that the service of an employee, may 
be terminated without assigning any reason, as 
under: 

(a) of a permanent employee by giving him 30 days 
notice in writing or pay in lieu of notice; 

(b) of an employee on probation by giving him 7 
day notice in writing or pay in lieu of notice; and 

(c) of a temporary employee by giving him 24 hours 
notice in writing or pay in lieu of notice; 

In the reply filed before the adjudication, the 
employer set out in detail the reason for issuing the 
termination order under Regulation No. 48 in the following 
words: 

“However, without prejudice to this, the Opposite 
Party says that the Complainant’s service was 
terminated because of the total loss of confidence 
on account of grave suspicions regarding his private 
conduct and behaviour with Air Hostesses of the 
Corporation. The reports and statements from the 
Air Hostesses concerned cannot be disclosed as 
they involve the reputation and failure of young an 
unmarried girls. Having regard to this, the Opposite 
Party could not continue the Complainant in its 
service and it was constrained to terminate his service 
in accordance with Regulation 48.” 

13. On reading the termination order the Supreme 
Court held that on its face the language did not show that 
the complainant’s services were terminated because of any 
misconduct and prima facie, therefore, the impugned Order 
was not an order of discharging or punishing him for any 
misconduct. It further held that no doubt the position of 
the Industrial workman is different frpm that of a 
Government servant because an Industrial empl oyer cannot 
hire and fire the workmen based on an unfettered right 
under the contract of employment, that right being subject 
to industrial adjudication and there is also, on the other 
hand, no provision of the Constitution like Articles Nos. 
310 and 311 requiring consideration in the case of Industrial 
Workman. Regarding the interpretations of Regulation No. 
48, the Court in para 16 noted that: 

“ 16. Regulation 48 which has been set out earlier as 
its plain language shows does not lay down or 
contemplate any defined essential pre-requisite for 
invoking its operation. Action under Regulation can 
be validly taken by the.employer at his sweet will 
without assigning any reason. He is not bound to 
disclose why he does not want to continue in service 
the employee concerned. It may be conceded that an 
employer must always have some reason for 
terminating the service of his employee. Such reasons 
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apart from misconduct may, inter alia be want of full 
satisfaction with his overall suitability in the job 
assigned to the employee concerned. The fact that 
the employer is not fully satisfied with the overall 
result of the performance of his duties by his 
employee does not necessarily imply misconduct on 
his part The only tiring that remains to be seen it if in 
this case tte impugned is mala fied^ The record merely 
discloses that the appellant had suspicion about the 
complainant’s suitability for the job in which he was 
employed and this led to loss of confidence in him 
with the result that his services were terminated under 
Regulation 48. In our view, loss of confidence in such 
circumstances cannot be considered to be mala fide, 
we are unable to conceive of any rational challenge 
to the bona fide of the employer in making the 
impugned order in the above background. The 
complainant, it may be remembered had to deal with 
Air Hostesses in the performance of his duties and if 
the appellant was not fully satisfied beyond suspicion 
about his general conduct and behaviour while 
dealing with them in cannot be said that loss of 
confidence was not bona fide. Once bona fide loss 
of confidence is'aifirmed the impugned order must 
be considered to be immune from challenge. The 
opinion formed by the employer about the suitability 
of his employee for the job assigned to him even 
though erroneous, if bona fide, is in our opinion final 
and not subject to review by the Industrial 
adjudication. Such opinion may legitimately induce 
the employer to terminate the employee, but such 
termination can on no rational grounds be considered 
to be for misconduct and must, therefore, be held to 
be permissible and immune from challenge.” 

14. The case of Parshotam Lal Dhipgra Vs. Union of 
India [(1958) SCR 828], it was held that any and every 
termination of service is not a dismissal, removal or 
reduction in ranks and a termination of service brought 
about by the exercise of a contractual right is not, per se, 
dismissal, or removal as has been held in the case of Satish 
Chander Anand Vs. Union of India, [(1953) SCR 655]. The 
Supreme Court further went on to observe in the said case 
as under: 

"The use of the expression terminate or discharge is 
not conclusive. Inspite of the use of such innocuous 
expressions, the court has to apply the two tests 
mentioned above namely, (a) whether the servant 
had a right to the cost of the rank: or (2) whether he 
has been visited with evil consequences of the kind 
hereinbefore referred to ? If the case satisfied either 
of the two tests then it must be held that the servant 
has been punished and the termination of his service 
must be taken as a dismissal or removal from service 
or the reversion to his substantive rgnk must be 
regarded as a reduction in rank and if the 


requirements of the rales and Art. 311, which give 
protection to Government servant have not been 
complied with, the termination of the service or the 
reduction in rank must be held to be wrongful and in 
violation of the constitutional right of the servant 

15. The case .referred by Hon’ble Division Bench 
sitting at Goa Radhey Shyam Gupta Vs. U. P. State Agro 
Industries Corporation Ltd. and Anr. [JT1998 (8) S. C. 5851 
is the test of motive' and foundation’ behind an order of 
termination which says: 

“In feet, the employer, by opting to pass a simple 
order of termination as permitted by the terms of 
appointment or as permitted by the rales so conferring 
a benefit on the employee by passing a simple order 
of termination So that the employee would not suffer 
from any stigma which would attach to the rest of his 
career, if a dismissal or other punitive order w as 
passed.” 

16. In case of State of Punjab and Ors Balbir Singh 
published in [JT 2004 (7) S. C. 387], referred by our Hon' blc 
Division Bench sitting at Goa where the Supreme Court 
summarized the law on termination, dismissal, term ination 
simpliciter and discharge etc. and summarized the legal 
position in the following words: 

“Thus the principles that in order to determine 
whether the misconduct is motive or foundation of 
order of termination, the test to be applied is to ask 
the question as to what was the object of the enquiry 
If an enquiry or an assessment is done wvtli the object 
of finding out any misconduct on the part of the 
employee and for that reason his services arc 
terminated, then it w ould be punitive in nature On 
thp other hand, if such an enquiry or an assessment 
is aimed at determining the suitability of an employee 
for a particular job, such termination would be 
termination simpliciter and nc i punitive in nature' 

17. It is observed by Hon. Division Bench sitting at 
Goa regarding the case at hand, and the language of the 
termination used in order dated 15th October, 1980sayir.g 
that it is not ambiguous, does not carry any stigma, nor 
does it indicate that it was founded on a charge of 
misconduct. The order was plain and simple, based on the 
powers provided under Rule 5( 1) of the Rules. Admittedly 
the employee filed an appeal/ievasion under Rule 5(2) of 
the Rules and the same was turned down as per Order 
dated 12th October, 1981. The employer set out the reasons 
for termination in its written statement for the first time as 
the employee challenged the order of termination stating 
that it was not an order of punishment, nor was it stigma 
and it amounted to discharge simpliciter, and thus 
retrenchment within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. To repeal these contentions the 
employer set out the details regarding the service record, 
the instances of dereliction of duty, the adverse confidential 
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reports for three years and other acts leading to loss of 
confidence in the employee. The employee had denied and 
disputed the instances set out in Paragraphs 6 and 7 of the 
written statement. It was observed that, therefore, it w as 
imperative for the Industrial Tribunal to first decide the 
issue whether the order of termination dated 15th October. 
1980. was a punitive order or as an order of discharge 
simpliciter. If the Tribunal had come to the conclusion that 
it was a punitive order, it was necessary for the Tribunal to 
call upon the employer to place on record the oral and 
documentary evidence which in turn could have been 
countered by the employee, so that the Tribunal could 
have arrived at a conclusion whether the punishment of 
dismissal was warranted. If the order of termination is not 
bv wav of punishment and if the employer is able to prove 
its case regarding loss of confidence, even then the 
termination order would not be within the ambit of the 
terms “retrenchment”. It is observed that on the face of the 
plea taken by the employer elaborately in its written 
statement, it was not permissible for the Tribunal to consider 
the sole issue regarding retrenchment and non-compliance 
of Section 25F of the I. D. Act. It is fact that the employer 
impliedly relied upon clause (b) of the second proviso to 
Article 311(2) of the Constitution in its decision not to 
conduct an enquiry against the employee and said view is 
taken in a catena of decisions that employer may justify 
in a given set of facts that the order ?f dismissal or removal 
from service would be legal even io.the absence of holding 
an enquiry contemplated under Article 311(2). If the 
termination order smacks of any arbitrary act by the 
employer it would violate Article 16 even though the 
employee was ad hoc or casual, has been held in the 
case of Kumari Shrilekha VidyartM and Ors. Vs. State of 
U. P and Ors. [1991 (1) SCC 22)]”. 

18. The Hon’ble Division Bench sitting at Goa also 
observed tliat the employees of the Central Government or 
the State Government, as the case may be are governed by 
the service rules framed under Article 309 of the 
Constitution and it cannot be said that the Central Civil 
Sen-ice Rules would not apply and the relationship will be 
governed by the provisions of the I.D. Act. The 
obsen-ations made by the Learned Single Judge may apply 
to the casual/daily wagers or those employed on projects 
of the Central/State Governments, but not covered by our 
sen-ice rules framed under Article 309 of the Constitution. 
Section 13B of the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) 
Act, 1946. states that nothing therein shall apply to an 
industrial establishment insofar as the workmen employed 
therein are persons to whom the Fundamental and 
Supplementary Rules, Civil Service (CCA) Rules, Civil 
Sen-ice (Temporary Sen-ice) Rules, etc. or any other rules 
or regulations as may be notified in this behalf by the 
appropriate Government in the official Gazette. 

19. Case of Pramod Jha & Ors. Vs. State of Bihar and 
Ors. (AIR 2003 S. C. 1872), referred reveals that a large 


number of workers were engaged on daily wage basis in 
Government Departments and more particularly on specific 
projects/schemes. When they found to be surplus 
termination of their service was effected by complying with 
the provisions of Section 25F of the I.D. Act. It is obvious 
that these daily wagers were not sen-ed by any sen ice 
rules framed under Article 309 of the Constitution. 

20. In the case of State of Uttar Pradesh and Anr. Vs. 
Kaushal Kishore Shukla [(1991)1 SCC 691 ]. a three Judge 
Bench held: 

“(1) In our opinion, the principles of last come first 
go is applicable to a case where on account of 
reduction of work or shrinkage of cadre retrenchment 
takes place and the services of employees are 
terminated on account of retrenchment. In the event 
of retrenchment the principle of last come first go is 
applicable under which senior in service is retained 
while the juniors sen-ices are terminated. But this 
principle is not applicable to a case where the services 
of a temporary employee are terminated on the 
assessment of his work and suitability in accordance 
with terms and conditions of his service. 

(2) Under the sen-ice jurisprudence a temporary 

Government employee has no right to hold the post 
and his sen-ices are liable to be terminated in 
accordance with the relevant sen-ice rules and the 
terms of contract of sen-ice. If on the perusal of the 
character, roll entries or on the basis of preliminary 
enquiry on the allegations made against an employee, 
the competent authority is satisfied that the 
employee is not suitable for the sen-ice whereupon 
the services of the temporary employee are 
terminated, no exception can be taken to such an 
order of termination. 

A temporary employee’s sen-ices are liable to be 
terminated by giving one month’s notice without 
assigning any reason either under the terms of the 
contract providing for such termination, or under 
the relevant statutory rules regulating the terms and 
conditions of temporary Government sen-ants : 

(3) A temporary Government sen-ant can, however, 
be dismissed from service way of punishment. 
Whenever, the competent authority is satisfied that 
the work and conduct of a temporary sen-ant is not 
satisfactory or that his continuance in service is not 
in public interest on account of his unsuitability, 
misconduct or inefficiency, it may either terminate 
his sen-ices in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the sen-ice or the relevant rules or it 
mav decide to take punitive action against the 
temporary Government servant. I f it decides to take 
punitive action it may hold a formal inquiry by framing 
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charges and giving opportunity to the government 
servant in accordance with the provisions of Article 
311 of the Constitution. Since, a temporary 
government servant is also entitled to the protection 
of Article 311(2) in the same manner as a permanent 
government servant, vety often, the question arises 
whether an order of termination is in accordance 
with the contract of service and relevant rules 
regulating the temporary employment or it is by way 
of punishment. It is now well-settled that the form of 
the order is not conclusive and it is open to the court 
to determine the true nature of the order.” 

21. The recent referred of Dhananjay Vs. Chief 
Executive Officer, Zilia Pari shad, Jalna (AIR2003 S. C. 1175), 
in which the Supreme Court stated:— 


Since, the respondent is only a temporary 
Government servant, the power being available under 
R. 5(1) ofthe Rules, it is always open to the competent 
authority to invoke the said power and terminate the 
services of the employee instead of conducting the 
enquiry or to continue in service a Government 
servant accused of defalcation of public money. 
Reinstatement would be charter for him to indulge 
with impunity in misappropriation of public money.” 

22. The case referred of Mathew P. Thomas Vs. Kerala 
Civil Supply Corporation Limited and Ors. [(2003) 3 SCC 
263 ] in which the Supreme Court observed that:— 

'From a long line of decisions it appears to us that 
whether an order of termination is simpliciter or 
punitive has ultimately, to be decided having due 
regard to the facts and circumstances of each case. 
Many a times the distinction between the foundation 
and motive in relation to an order oftermination either 
is thin or overlapping. It may be difficult either to 
categorize or classify strictly orders of termination 
simpliciter falling in one or the other category, based 
on misconduct js foundation for passing the order 
of termination simpliciter or on motive on the ground 
of unsuitability to continue in service.” 

23. It is observed that having regard to the above 
listed enunciations, no doubt that the reference made to 
the Tribunal in respect ofthe termination of services ofthe 
2nd Party workman by invoking the powers under Rule 
5(1) ofthe Rules, was required to be examined on the touch¬ 
stone of the service Rules framed under Article 309 as well 
as Articles 14,16 and 311(2) of the Constitution of India 
and not on the purported ground of illegal retrenchment 
within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. So it is observed that it would be, therefore, 
necessary to remand the reference for fresh adjudication 
on the issues listed hereinabove. 

24. The observations made by our Hon’ble High 
Court, Division Bench, sitting at Goa require to consider 


whether action of the management in terminating the 
services of 2nd Party are required to be examined at the 
touch-stone of Rules framed under Article 309 as well as 
Articles 14,16 and 311(2) of the Constitution of India and 
not only on the purported ground of illegal retrenchment 
within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

25. To support that 1st Parly submitted written 
arguments at Exhibit 54 which is replied by the 2nd Party 
Woikman by filing written submissions at Exhibit 56 with 
number of case laws. 

26. On the discussions made by Hon’ble High Court, 
Division Bench, sitting at Goa referred above and the 
observations made therein it is crystal clear that, the order 
passed by my Ld. Predecessor that termination was illegal 
directing 2nd Party to reinstate with benefits of bade wages 
concerned is set aside. Even the Division Bench sitting at 
Goa observed that, action of termination is under challenge, 
it is punitive one then in that case employer should place 
evidence on record to prove it and in turn employee should 
get an opportunity to counter it. If such a termination is 
not by way of punishment and if the employer is able to 
prove its case of loss of confidence on employee even 
then termination order would not be within the definition 
of ‘retrenchment’. Even it is observed that. Tribunal cannot 
consider the sole issue regarding retrenchment and non- 
compliance of Section 25(f) of Industrial Disputes Act. It 
should be noted that, the employer relied on provisions of 
Article 311 (2) of the Constitution of India which protects 
such employers in not conducting enquiry against the 
employee who lost confidence of it. So in short, we have to 
see, whether termination under challenge is justified. 

27. As observed by Hon’ble Division Bench that 
order under challenge dated 15th October, 1980 is not 
ambiguous and does not carry stigma nor does it indicate 
that it was founded on the charge of misconduct. Even it is 
observed that the said order was plain and simple based 
on the powers provided under Rule 5(1) of Rules. Even 
employee preferred appeal/revision under Rule 5(2) ofthe 
Rules and the same was turned down by the employer 
while turning down the appeal of the Workman, the 
Employer set out reasons for termination. Even that fact is 
admitted by the Workman. Since he challenged it saying 
that it is not an order of punishment nor was it stigmatic 
and it amounted to discharge simpliciter and thus treated 
not within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of Industrial 
Disputes Act. So definitely order under challenge was 
simpliciter order of termination which does not attract 
stigma and which is also not punishment. Record and 
proceedings reveal that since work of the 2nd Party 
Workman was not satisfactory and since he was working 
with a Institute like Hospital which is so related with the 
Society at large and connected with the health hazard of 
the public at large of that area. First Party decided to remove 
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2nd Pam so that the hurdle created by him in such services 
can be removed. It is to be noted that 2nd Party was in the 
employment of the 1st Party. Number of complaints were 
pending against him. Number of allegations were leveled 
against him. It is matter of record that, he was not punctual 
in duties. It is a matter of record that, he was not residing at 
the residence provided to him though he was bound to 
stay there Even he did not sought permission to stay away 
from the confirmed accommodation allotted to him which 
was service condition of the 2nd Party. The accommodation 
was provided to 2nd Party to facilitate him to give all his 
efforts to the services for which he was appointed. By 
taking action under challenge 1st Party simply removed 
him. confirming that his work was not satisfactory and the 
purpose for which he was appointed does not suffice. 

28. Second Part)' submitted Written submissions after 
remand of the matter with number of citations in support of 
its contentions. Most of the citations are on the point of 
1st Party’s status as an “Industry” presuming 1st Party is 
an "industry”. Citation published in AIR 1960 SC p. 610 

1 State of Bombay V/s. Hospital Mazdoor SabhaL (2) (19751 

2 SCC P. 847 I workman Vs, Indian Standard Institution.! 
13! (1978) 2 SCC page 215 (Bangalore Water Supply V/s. 
Rajappa), {4} citation published in 1999 2 BCR p. 575 
(Cipriano Ribeiro V/s. Directorate of Health Services), {5} 
imreported judgments from Writ Petition No. 388 of 1993 
(Gajanan Chari V/s. State of Goa), {6} Writ Petition No. 19 
ol 2000 (Alex Fernandez V/s. State of Goa), {7} Writ Petition 
No 216 of 1993 (Yeshwant Naik V/s. State of Goa, K. B. 
Sanlincshkar V/s. State of Goa) are revolving around 
definition and status of "Industry” and are referred by the 
2nd Party treating 1st Party is an "Industry” Citation 
published in 1977 Lab. I. C. page 803 (State of Bihar V/s. 
Presidi ng Officer. Industrial Tribunal) regarding powers of 
the Industrial Tribunal to decide disputes of employees 
working with employers like 1st Party. However, in my 
considered view on going through the observations made 
b\ our Hon'ble High Court Div. Bench sitting at Goa does 
not permit us to treat 1st Party purely as an industry' as 
presumed by the 2nd Party Workman all the while. So 
number of these citations does not help in any ways to the 
Second Party Workman to take 1st Party within the ambit 
of definition of "Industry” treat it as defined under Section 
2 (j) of the Industrial Act. Even Hon’ble Division Bench of 
our Hon’ble High Court silting at Goa categorically 
observed that 2nd Party was appointed by the Welfare 
Commissioner. His activities arc governed by the Central 
Government Employees Rules. When his activities were 
governed by the Central Government Employees Rules, 
how 2nd Parly can be treated other than the Government 
employee ? And above, by discussing ease of (1) 
Management of M. C. D. Vs. Prcm Chand Gupta and Anr. 
(AIR 2600 S C. 454). (2) case of State Bank of India Vs. N. 
Surcndara Money published in AIR 1976 S. C. 1111) and 
(3) Punjab Land Development Officer, Labour Court, 


Chandigarh published in (1990 3 SCC 6821) Hon’ble 
Division Bench of our Hon’ble High Court sitting at Goa 
observed, that non-payment of compensation does not 
vitiate the termination order as payment of compensation 
simultaneously with order of termination is not the 
condition precedent by the said termination order as the 
payment of compensation simultaneously with order of 
termination is not the condition precedent. It is to be noted 
that one month salary in lieu of notice was given to the 2nd 
Party Workman. It also reveals that the Division Bench of 
our Hon’ble Court sitting at Goa was not impressed by the 
2nd Party that notice was not given and act of non offering 
retrenchment compensation before taking action against 
him vitiate the termination. It is also observed by the 
Hon’ble Division Bench of our Hon’ble High Court sitting 
at Goa that ‘Tribunal did not consider whether termination 
order was punitive or stigmatic and whether it was required 
to be preceded by departmental enquiry regarding 
unsatisfactory service record and whether termination order 
was in breach of any service Rules or guarantee granted 
under Article 311 read with 14 and 16 of the Constitution of 
India. It is specifically observed that, the approach of the 
Tribunal was “manifestly erroneous”. Even the Division 
Bench of our Hon’ble High Court sitting at Goa observed 
that, the stand taken by the 1st Party that Clause 2(a) of 
Schedule Section 2(oo) of the Industrial Disputes Act are 
not attracted by referring case of {1} Chandu Lai Vs. The 
Management of M/s. Pan American World Airways Inc., 
published in AIR 1985 S. C. 1128, and {2} Komal Kishore 
Lakshman Vs. Management of M/s. Pan American World 
Airways Inc. and Ors., published in AIR 1987 S. C. 229, in 
which it was observed that termination of services of 
employee by way of inflicting punishment for misconduct 
on the ground of loss of confidence does not amount to 
retrenchment within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Even the Hon’ble Division Bench 
of our Hon’ble High Court sitting at Goa observed that the 
same view is taken in case of Air-India Corporation, Bombay 
Vs. V A.RevellowandAnr. published in (1972) 1 SCC 814, 
which was decided by 3 Judge Bench and that case 
termination was issued by invoking powers under 
Regulation 48 of Air India Employees Service Regulation 
and under Rule 5(1) of it. If order of termination on its face 
of language did not show that the services were terminated 
because of misconduct and prima facie it is treated said 
order was not an order of discharge or punishing such an 
employee for any misconduct. It is also observed that 
position of the Industrial workman is different from that of 
the Government servant. Even Hon’ble Division Bench of 
our Hon’ble High Court sitting at Goa observed that, 
termination of 2nd Party is not an ambiguous and does not 
carry any stigma nor it indicates that it was found on charge 
of misconduct. It was observ ed plain and simple order of 
termination given under the powers provided under Rule 
5(1) of the Rules. Even it was challenged by the employee 
by filing appeal under Rule 5(2) which was turned down by 
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the Management. Even view taken by Hon’ble Single 
Bench sitting at Goa which decided Writ Petition No. 153 
of 1999 where Award of this Tribunal was held proper and 
just is also observed not correct view. In this set I feel 
order under challenge dated 15th October, 1980 was not 
the punitive order and it was simple order of discharge 
simpliciter. When it is the order of discharge simpliciter in 
my considered view it does not require to have enquiry 
and to follow the provisions of retrenchment as it does not 
come within the ambit of the term of “retrenchment”. 

29. Considering all this coupled with case made out 
by both and giving anxious though to the observations 
made by the Hon’ble Division Bench of our Hon’ble High 
Court at Goa I conclude that it is the order of discharge 
simpliciter and does not require any enquiry and to follow 
the provisions of retrenchment and I conclude that 
termination under challenge is justified and proper and 
does not require any interference. 

30. In the view of discussions made above I answer 
above Issues to that effect. 

3 1. It is to be noted that the 2nd Party has now retired. 
The said fact is brought on record by filing purshis at 
Exhibit 57 by the 1 st Party. By the said purshis it is reported 
by the 1st Party that in compliance with the decision given 
by the Hon’ble Division Bench of our Hon’ble High Court 
at Goa while remanding matter to this Tribunal for 
adjudicating freshly they complied the order till 3 1st May, 
2006. They also intimated that the date of superannuation 
of the 2nd Party happened on 3 1st May, 2006 and in view 
of that they will not pay him thereafter the salary as ordered 
by Hon'ble Division Bench sitting at Goa as he has retired 
after attaining the age of superannuation. This reveals that 
2nd Party got full protection till he retired of his wages and 
now nothing survive. 

32. So considering all this I conclude that, now 
nothing remains in the Reference. So I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

(a) Reference is disposed of as not tenable; 

(b) in the circumstances there is no order as to its 

costs. 

Mumbai. 

13th July. 2006. A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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S.O. 4216.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 111/99 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Armexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the Management of UCO Bank, and their 
workmen which was received by the Central Government 
on29-09-2006. 

[No. L-12012/113/1998-IR(M)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CG1T/LC/R/111/99 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri Mukesh Kumar Maheshwari, 

General Secretary, 

Daily Wages Bank Employees Association, ’ 
“HardevNiwas”, 

9, Sanwer Road, 

Ujjain ... Woikman/Union 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

UCO Bank, Zonal Office, 

E-5, Arera Colony, 

Bhopal (MP) .. . Management 

Bench of Lok Adalat 

1. Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
CG1T -cum-Labour Court, 

Jabalpur . .Chairman 

2. ShriR C. Shrivastava, * 

Advocate . Member 

3. ShriLiyakatUllah, 

Advocate . .Member 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of September, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-12012/113/98/IR (B-II) dated 25-2-99/ 
4-3-99 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of U0O Bank 
in terminating the services of Shri Mukesh Kumar 
Maheshwari w.e.f. 9-5-97 and not regularising him is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
for?” 
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2. In this reference proceeding, an application (Paper 
No. 17) has been moved on behalf of workman/Union by 
Shri R. Nagwanshi, General Secretary, Daily Wages Bank 
Employees Association with the request that no dispute 
award be passed in this reference. Shri M. R. Chandra, 
Advocate the learned counsel for the management has no 
objection to the aforesaid application of the workman/ 
Union. 

3. It is very clear from the above that the industrial 
dispute has been settled between the parties perhaps on 
the basis of compromise. For the above reason, the 
workman/Union has prayed for passing no dispute award 
to which the learned counsel for the management has no 
objection. It is evident that no industrial dispute is left 
between the parties now. 

4. In view of the above, it shall be just and reasonable 
to pass no dispute award. Accordingly no dispute award 
is passed without any order as to costs. 

5. Copy of the award be.sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, PO, CGIT-cum-Labou r Court. 

Jabalpur. 

CHAIRMAN 

R. C. SHRIVASTAVA. Advocate 
MEMBER 

LIYAKATULLAH. Advocate 
MEMBER 

^ 5 2006 

W.3JT. 4217.—dfleilPw 1947(1947 
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[*T. W-17012/1/2003-3^ 3TR (^ft-I) ] 
3T^T 3>HK, •£***> arftehld 

New Delhi, the 5th October, 2(X)6 

S.O. 4217.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 14 of 
2003) of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. Kanpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of LIC of India and their workman, which was 
received bv the Central Government on 04-10-2006. 

[No. L-17012/1/2003-IR (B-I)] 

AJ AY KUMAR. Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SURESH CHANDRA, H.J.S., 
PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 14 of 2003 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Suit. Urtuila Devi wife oflatcChotc Lai 
R/o Nai Basti Mo ha 1 la Dcvpura. 

District Mainpuri, U P. 

AND 

The Sr. Divisional Manager 
LIC of India. Divisional Office. 

Sanjay Place. 

Agra. UP. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government. Ministry of Labour. New 
Delhi vide Notification No. L-I7012/I/2003/IR (BI) dated 
13-5-03 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this tribunal:— 

"Kya Senior Divisional Manager L.I.C. Agra Ke 
Aadcsh Dinank 27-9-2000 Duara Sml. Unnila Devi 
Patni Late Chotcv Lai Ko Sew a Sc Ha lava Jana 
Nyayochit Hai ? Yadi Nahi to Sambandhit Karmkar 
Kis Anutosh Kc Haqdar Hai'. r 

2. Briefly staled facts of the case arc that the claimant 
was appointed by the opposite party on compassionate 
ground due to death of her husband laic Cliolc Lai who 
was working with the opposite parly LIC Agra. The 
services of the claimant were removed by the opposite 
party w.c.f. 27-11-2000 w ithout giv ing any consideration of 
human aspects and social justice. It is further alleged that 
prior to the appointment the claimant was required to submit 
application alougwith requisite certificate about 
qualification and age of proof w hich was managed by the 
younger brother of her deceased husband. The claimant 
was completely disturbed due to the death of her husband 
and was quite innocent about process ofher appointment 
under the opposite party. On complaint by someone the 
opposite party issued a chargcshcct on 9-12-99 and 
constituted an inquiry against the claimant. The complainant 
confessed and admitted 1 lie allegations without any 
intention of delay as a result of which the Senior Divisional 
Manager LIC. Agra removed her from the services on 
27-11-2000 without considering pathetic conditions of the 
complainant. Appeal preferred by the claimant went in vain 
and the decision of the disciplinary authority was 
maintained by the appellate authority i.c. Zonal Manager. 
LIC., Kanpur. The claimant having no remedy has now 
approached this Hon blc Tribunal with a request to consider 
the claim and exonerate her from the heavy’ punishment 





[MRU—W3(ii')] 


W^TTRm : 28, 2006/^1^ 6, 1928 


9071 


under the pressing circumstances who has become 
unemployed with no other means oflivelihood. The claimant 
lias become victim of her simplicity and innocence because 
she could have got the appointment of peon or cleaner in 
LIC which is the lowest cadre of service without submitting 
any certificate whatsoever and there was no necessity of 
any such action. According to the complainant that in 
several and similar cases LIC management took lement view 
and considered sympathetically and has awarded minimum 
punishment without removing them from the service. On 
the basis of above allegations the complainant has prayed 
that she be reinstated in the services of the management of 
LIC. Agra by setting aside the removal order imposed upon 
her by way of punishment together with back wages and 
all consequential benefits including seniority. 

3. The management has contested the claim of the 
applicant and have also filed detailed objection/written 
stastement in reply to the statement of claim filed by the 
applicant. It has been pleaded by the opposite party that 
the applicant was removed from service vide order dated 
27-11-2000 after a fair and proper inquiry following the 
principles of natural justice. It is further alleged that for 
considering appointment of Smt. Urmila Devi on 
compassionate ground she was required to submit an 
application. The declaration made in application dated 
2 5- 2-97 and the certificate produced in support thereof are 
purported to have been submitted by the applicant which 
are basis of her entry into the service of LIC of India. During 
the process of age certification it was found that Smt. Urmila 
Devi had submitted forged School Leaving Certificate No. 
1729 as age proof. When explanation regarding false age 
proof was called for, she admitted of submitting forged 
school leaving certificate Thereafter she submitted another 
School Leaving certificate No. 547 issued by Janta Janardan 
Vidyalava Mainpuri mentioning the same date of birth as 
5 -1-65 and the second school leaving certificate when verified 
by the corporation, was also found forged. Again she was 
asked to explain and in her reply she again accepted that 
she had submitted another false age proof and requested 
the corporation to verify her age on the basis of third 
school leaving ertificate no. 7 issued by Junior High School 
Kauvantanda, Mainpuri. The date of birth mentioned as 
20-8-54 was verified by the corporation and it was found 
correct. The date of birth 20-8-54 mentioned in the third 
certificate was different from the date of birth mentioned in 
earlier school leaving certificates submitted by Smt. Urmila 
Devi. On rec^jpt of reply from the applicant, the competent 
authority issued a chargesheet dated 9-12-99 proper inquiiy 
was conducted and charges levelled in the chargesheet 
were found correct and the penalty of removal from service 
of the corporation was imposed on her vice order dated 
27-11-2000 in terms of provisions of LIC of India (Staff) 
Regulation. On the basis of above it has been pleaded that 
reference be answered in favour of the opposite party and 
against the applicant. 


4. After exchange of pleadings between the parties 
contesting parties apart from adducing their oral evidence 
have also filed documentary evidence in support of their 
respective claims. Management opposite party have 
examined its officer Sri R K. Bhathla M. W. 1 whereas 
applicant herself has examined as W. W. 1 beside filing her 
affidavit in support of her claim. 

5. I have heard the arguments of the contesting 
parties at length and have also perused the record of the 
case carefully. 

6. It is not in dispute that the services of the applicant 
have been dispensed with by the opposite party' on having 
been found the age certificate submitted by her to be forged 
after holding departmental inquiry by way of imposing 
punishment of removal from service. In her affidavit it has 
been stated by her that at the time of her husband he was 
posted at branch office of the management in District 
Mainpuri and she was given appointment by the opposite 
party' on compassionate ground on the post of peon. She 
has further stated that she was deeply shocked on account 
of death of her husband and on the advise of her well 
wishers she signed the documents for obtaining 
appointment on compassionate grounds and she was not 
knowing the fact as to whether or not documents being 
signed by her were correct or not. On being inquired by the 
opposite party it came to her notice that the documents 
which were provided to the opposite party' by her well 
wishers were wrong Second time too the yonger brother of 
her deceased husband obtained her signature over the 
application and submitted to the opposite party: It has also 
been stated by the applicant that the opposite party' have 
taken lenient view in two similar cases and awarded lessor 
punishment than the applicant; She has also named the 
persons viz Kunjanlal Cashier working at Divisional 
Office Varanasi and Smt. Savitri Devi working at Divisional 
Office Kanpur of the opposite party who were given 
compassionate appointment and have furnished fake age 
proof certificate and on inquiry their services were removed 
but in appeal on the basis of lenient view they were given 
appointment by the opposite party' and similar request was 
made by the applicant in appeal but the same was not 
considered by the appellate authority. In her examination 
in chief before the tribunal she reiterated the same facts as 
has been stated by her in her affidavit. She goes on to state 
that she was given appointment on compassionate ground 
due to death of her husband who was employee of the 
opposite party on the post of peon. Some papers were got 
deposited before the opposite party' on her behalf by her 
weli wishers which were subsequently found incorrect. On 
inquiry she immediately accepted the same without any 
demur and without any delay and even without 
concealment of any material fact. These papers were got 
deposited before the opposite party by her well wishers by 
keeping her in dark as her cousin wanted her sen ice in her 
place under the opposite party' on compassionate ground. 
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In her cross-examination she has stated that the second 
certificate was deposited by the yonger brother of her 
deceased husband on her behalf which too was found 
incorrect thereafter she submitted third certificate which 
was found correct. In reply to the chargesheet she admitted 
the fact that earlier certificate filed were false. She also 
admitted that after rejection of her appeal she did not prefer 
subsequent memorial before the opposite party 

7. M. W. 1 Sri R K. Bhathla in his examination in 
chief has stated on oath the applicant was issued a charge- 
sheet in respect of fake certificate and an inquiry was 
conducted against her in which she admitted the charges. 
She was given proper opportunity in her defence in the 
departmental inquiry. In his cross examination witness 
has admitted the fact that the applicant was given 
compassionate appointment and the certificate filed by her 
was sent for verification to the concerned school which in 
turn informed that the certificate is fake one. Witness has 
also admitted the fact for appointment on compassionate 
ground at the post of peon the minimum qualification 
required is class 8th pass. Witness has also admitted the 
fact that Smt. Urmila Devi filed certificate third time which 
w as found correct. During course of departmental inquiry 
the certificate submitted showing class 8th pass was not 
considered. 

8. It has been argued on behalf of the workman by 
her authorised representative that on account of death of 
her husband she was totally mentally upset and she acted 
upon on the advised of younger brouther of her deceased 
husband and signed the documents in goodfaith which 
w ere submitted on her behalf for obtaining appointment 
on compassionate grounds. Second time too she acted 
upon the advise of the yonger brother and signed the papers 
in good faith. During course of inquiry she straightway 
admitted the fact that earlier certificates got filed on her 
behalf bv the yonger brother was fake. It has also been 
argued by the authorised representative for the workman 
that during course of inquiry proceedings workman filed 
another certificate as a proof of her age before the enquiry 
officer which on inquiry was found correct. This fact has 
al so been admitted by the management witness in his cross- 
examination. It has also been argued by the auth. 
representative for the workman that the younger brother 
of her deceased husband was highly interested to see the 
w orkman oust from the service of the opposite party and 
was also interested in obtaining compassionate 
appointment in place of her and he was the master mind 
man who tendered ill advise to the poor workman and got 
submitted fake certificates on her behalf. Under these 
circumstances the opposite party instead of awarding 
extreme penalty' of removal ought to have considered the 
case of the applicant on human aspects and social justice 
and ought to have awarded some lessor punishment. On 
the other hand it has been argued by the authorised 
representative for the opposite party that the workman has 


admitted the chargesheet during the inquiry and if the 
punishment of removal has been awarded to the workman 
the same cannot be interfered. 

9. Having considered the rival arguments of the 
contesting parties tribunal is not ready to accept the 
arguments advanced by the representative for the 
management in view of provisions of section 11 -A of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, wherein the tribunal has ample 
powers to interfere with the order of punishment if the 
same is found to be shockingly disprportionate to the 
gravity of the charges or the same is found to be 
discriminatory in the eye of law. It is the admitted case of 
the parties that the workman before completion of 
departmental inquiry has filed another certificate as proof 
of age before the inquiry officer out the same was not at all 
considered by the inquiry officer which on inquiry by the 
department was found correct. It has also come in evidence 
that earlier certificates regarding age proof of the workman 
submitted on her behalf by the younger brother of her 
deceased husband were found fake on inquiry and this 
fact has been admitted by the workman without any delay 
on being asked to reply the chargesheet. Workman in her 
evidence has also admitted this fact before the tribunal. In 
the opinion of the tribunal in normal course she could not 
have admitted this fact in reply to the chargesheet had at 
all been it was in the notice of the workman that the 
certificates are foged one. Her clear admission regarding 
fake certificate in reply to chargesheet is clearly indicative 
of the fact that she was kept in dark by her well wishers 
especially her cousin who was deeply interested in 
obtaining appointment on compassionate grounds in place 
of the workman. Tribunal is farther of the view that the 
cousin of the workman was deeply interested to take 
advantage of the disturb mental condition of the workman. 
Under these circumstances these certificates filed on her behalf 
before the management by the cousin of the workman 
cannot be used as a sharp edged weapon to victimize the 
workman by opposite party. It has also come in evidence 
the third certificate filed by the workman her self before the 
inquiry officer was found correct still no weightage was 
given to that certificate by the enquiry officer. There is no 
circumstance as to why 3rd document filed by the 
management had not considered the certificate submitted 
by the workman during the enquiry. Non consideration of 
the certificate submittedby the workman shows prejudice 
and bias mindset of the concerned authorities of the 
management against the poor workman. In view of above 
discussion the tribunal is of the firm opinion that the 
workman had become victim at the behest of her cousin 
and she had not done any act deliberately which may 
constitute misconduct under disciplinary rules of the 
corporation, and the attitude and the action of the 
management cannot be appreciated at all under the facts 
and circumstances of the case, which is liable to be set 
aside. 
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10. Workman in her evidence has stated that in two 
similar cases where certificates submitted by the employee* 
of the corporation on enquiry were found fake and they 
were awarded punishment of removal from service after 
inquiry. But in appeal their punishment was set aside and 
they were taken back into the service of the corporation, ft 
is to be noted here that these employees have also been 
provided compassionate appointment by the opposite party. 
On the basis of above it has been argued by the authorised 
representative for the workman that the punishment 
awarded to the workman is highly discriminatory and is 
liable to besqt aside. The evidence of the workman on this 
point is found uncontroverted therefore, the tribunal is left 
with no other option but to believe the uncontroverted 
evidence of the workman on this point and it is held that 
the punishment awarded to the workman who has been 
given appointment on compassionate ground is highly 
discriminatory and is liable to be set aside as the same 
cannot be sustained in the eye of law. 

11. In view of facts ami circumstances of die case 
as discussed above, it is held that the action of the 
management of Life Insurance Corporation of India, Agra 
in awarding punishment of removal vide order dated 
27-9-2000 is neither legal nor justified and is liable to be set 
aside. Accordingly the same is set aside and the workman 
is awarded relief of reinstatement in the service of the 
corporation with full back wages, seniority and all 
consequential benefits. 

12. Reference is answered accordingly. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
M 5 2006 

^r. 3tr. 4218.—1947 (1947 
14) 17% 

ft' fftffoz aMPbh font ft wkr 

’3. Tt. 135/99) ^ 

%, "SRSFR ^ 04-10-2006 wz m t 

[ri. T^T-120l2/615/1998-3T^3m(ftt-I)] 
^TR, 

New Delhi, the 5th October, 2006 

S.O. 4218. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 135 of 
1999) of the Central Government Industrial T nbunal/Labour 
Court. Kanpur. U.R now as shown in the Anncxurc in the 
I nd u strial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
04-10-2006. 

[No. L-12012/615/1998-IR(B-I)1 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNBODRE 

BEfORE sasBmmcaMmui^tmsafBiG 
0mCEZLOKIlULG0V»MOTMG5VHAL 
TRIBUNAL-ClJM-iAB(HJRCX)iI83;SARfctM)A^ 
NAGAR, KANPUR, U.R 

Industrial Dispute N& US «f 1999 

h ttowiW#r 4jhp^if ■ 

Sh. PremNarain Chama mi 
S/o. L. Mohan Lai Chaurasia 
R/o. 64/108 GadariaMofaal, 

Kanpur. 

AND 

The Asstt. General Manager 
State Bank of India-n, 

Region-II Zonal Office 
TheMall, Kanpur. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Notification No . L-12012/615/98-IR (B-I) dated 5-5 -99 has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the aetfonoft^ management of State Bank 
oflndia, Kanpur in terminating the semes of Sri Prem 
Narayan Chaurasia w.e.f. 1-9-1996 is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled V 

2. In short the case of the workman is that he was 
appointed in State Bank of India Collector Ganj branch at 
Kanpur from 8-12-86 to 8-4-87 on daily wages as peonunder 
award staff and thereafter he was appointed on the post of 
Messenger under awarded staff since 1-1-94, at bank’s, 
Ashok Nagar Branch and continued upto 31-8-96 on daily 
wages and he has worked as labour messanger and canteen 
boy in the category of IV class. The services of the petition 
has been terminated since I -9-96 wj <hota saving on him a 
notice for 14 days as provided under Shastri Award and 
services has been terminated without paying retrenchment 
compensation and no notice at the time of termination as 
provided under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act has been given to the petitioner nor one month’s pay 
in lieu of notice has been paid, hence Section 25F of the 
Act has been violated. It has also been alleged that the 
bank has also violated the provisions of Sec. 25G and 25H 
of the Act read with Rules 77 and 78 of I.D. (Central) Rules, 
1937 as several outsiders and juniors to the petitioner have 
been inducted in services of the bank, hence the bank has 
shown discrimination. Principle of last come first go has 
also been violated by the bank while terminating the 
services of the petitioner illegally w.e.f. 1-9-96. Lastly it has 
been prayed by the petitioner that the termination order 
dated 1-9-96 be set aside and the workman may be reinstated 
in service of the hank with back wages alongwith continuity 
of service and other benefits attached to the post. 
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3. Bank filed its reply against the claim statement of 
the workman wherein it has denied that the petitioner 
remained ever in continuous employment of the bank for 
240 days or more. He is not entitled to raise present dispute 
as no cause of action ever accrued to him. In view of 
provisions of Sec. 2(oo) (bb), of the I.D. Act, the applicant 
is not entitled to claim protection of the provisions of 
Section 25-B of the Act as such his claim is not tenable in 
the eye of law and is liable to be rejected. Bank has also 
denied relationship of master and servant or employer and 
employee between the petitioner and the bank. Claim of 
the worker is highly belated and suffers from laches 
consequently is liable to be rejected. It has been admitted 
by the bank that the petitioner was engaged during the 
period 26-12-86 to 8-4-87 by the branch of concerned 
Collectorganj branch, Kanpur as casual labour for casual 
works on daily wages. Bank has denied the fact that the 
workman was ever engaged against the post of messanger 
we.f. 1-1-94 to 31-8-96. It has been alleged by the bank that 
Central Office of the bank used to allocate certain amount 
as subsidy for various facilities such as provision for 
canteen facility set up of library and reading room etc. for 
the purpose of welfare activities and Local Implementation 
Committee used to be created which are separate entity 
from the bank, of which branch manager used to be the Ex- 
Officio President of the said ccmiv ..dee : It has been denied 
by the bank that it ever employed die workman and that it 
ever terminated the services of the workman. Provisions of 
Sec. 25F of the Act are not applicable to the facts of the 
present case. The engagement of he workman by Local 
Implementation Committee daring the period 1-1-94 to 
31-8-96 as canteen boy at bank's Ashok Nagar, Kanpur 
Branch cannot be treated as employment by the bank and 
as such workman cannot be treated to be an employee of 
the bank. It has also been denied by the bank that it ever 
violated the provisions of Section 25G and 25Hof the I.D. 
Act. On the basis of above allegations it has been prayed 
by the bank that the claim of the petitioner be rejected as 
there is no relationship of master and servant between the 
w orkman and the bank, hence question of termination of 
the services of the workman by the bank under the facts 
and circumstances does not arise at all. 

4. Workman has also filed rejoinder in the instant 
case wherein nothing new has been alleged except 
reiteration of the facts alleged in the claim statement. 

5. Workman per list dated 29-5-03 has filed a working 
certificate in original purported to have been issued by the 
Branch Manager of Collector Ganj Branch of the Bank which 
is dated 28-4-87. 

6. Workman has examined himself in support of his 
case as WAV. 1 whereas management has examined its 
witness by name Madan Kumar Jain as M. W. 1 in support 
of their case. 


7. 1 have heard the representatives for the parties at 
length and have also gone through the record of the case 
carefully. 

8. For deciding the controversy involved in the case 
it has to be seen as to in what capacity the workman 
remained in the employment of the opposite party bank 
preceding 12 months from the date of alleged termination. 
It has been argued by the opposite party bank that there 
remained no relationship of Master and Servant between 
the bank and the workman concern. It is the specific case 
of the opposite party bank that Central Office of the bank 
used to allocate certain amount as subsidy for various 
facilities such as provision for canteen facility set up of 
library and reading room etc. for the purpose of welfare 
activities and Local Implementation Committee used to be 
created which are separate entity from the bank of which 
branch manager used to be the ex-officio president of the 
said committee and provisions of Section 25-F of I.D. Act 
are not applicable to those persons engaged by such Local 
Implementation Committee and opposite party bank has 
no concern with such committee in any capacity whatso¬ 
ever. On this point opposite party bank examined Sri Madan 
Kumar Jain MAY. 1 who in his examination-m-chief on oath 
has admitted the fact that bank used to provide welfare 
facilities to its employees through Local Implementation 
Committee over which bank has no control or right in any 
mannner. Witness has also admitted the fact that the Branch 
Manager is the Ex-officio President of such Local 
Implementation Committee, In his cross examination the 
witness has stated that no regular work of peon is being 
taken from persons engaged through Local Implementation 
Committee nor work of messenger is being taken from 
such employees. Witness expressed his ignorance on the 
issue as to whether during the period 1-1-94 to 31-8-96 
work of clearing was taken from the concerned workman. 
He further denied the suggestion that workman were eves 
utilised to work as regular messanger in the bank. 

9. As against it workman examined himself as W. W. 

1 in support of his case. In his examinationrin-chief the 
witness stated that he was engaged on 8-12-86 in the bank 
as peon as daily rated worker. He stated that he was used 
for clearing work in the branch. He admitted the fact that he 
was appointed as canteen boy and worked as such from 
1-1-94 to 31-8-96. From this statement of workmanthe case 
as set up by the opposite party bank that he had worked as 
canteen boy stands fully Substantiated. It is further proved 
that there exist no relationship of employer and employee 
between the opposite party bank and the workman. Once it 
is held that there was no relationship of master and servant 
between the parties under these circumstance the workman 
cannot be granted benefits made under the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

10. In view of above discussions, it is held that there 
is no relationship of employee and employer between the 
workman and the opposite party bank as such workman 
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cannot be held entitled for any relief as claimed by him. 
Therefore, reference is bound tb be answered against the 
workman and in favour of the management opposite party 
bank. 

11. Reference is answered accordingly. 

SUR35SH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
5 srspsrc, 2006 

IST.air. 4219.— aftq t foh 3lfrifc*R, 1947 (1947 

*FT 14) *IKI17 %^>^04 tiv+K 3TPf> 

fr-sftq q<*6 r < dMPi4> 
stfatOT, Tplffm%iw (wflTTSIT 48/2006) ^hRjrf^RT 
t, -ait ^ 4-10-2006 ^ TJTCT £3tT «tT I 

[TT. T^T-12012/115/2004-311$ 31TT (^t~I) ] 
gi'Jj'H g?f^WRt 

New Delhi, the 5th October, 2006 

S.O. 4219 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 48/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. Emakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of State Bank of Travancore and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 4-10-2006. 

[No: L-12012/115/2004-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT: 

Shri P. L. Noibert, B.A, LLB, Presiding Officer 

(Friday the 8th day of September, 2006/17th Bhadrapada, 
1928) 

l.D. 48/2006 

(ID. 63/2004 of Labour Court, Alappuzha) 

A V Sreekumar. 

Ananda Bhavan. 

Near Railway Station, 

Pandinjattinkara. Kottarakara, 

PO. Kollam-691 506 ... Workman 


AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10(l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is: 

"Whether the action of the management of the State 
Bankof Travancore with Headquarters at Poojapura 
Trivandrum-12 in imposing the punishment of 
discharge from service with superannuation benefits 
and without disqualification for future employment 
on Shri A. V. Sreekumar, Ex-clerk-cum-Cashier of 
Adoor Branch of the bank with effect from 9-1 -2001 
is justified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to ?” 

2 . The facts in brief are as follow s: 

The claimant Shri A. V Sreekumar was a Clcrk-eum- 
Cashier of State Bank of Travancore He had joined the 
service in 1994 and was working in Adoor Branch of SRT. 
According to him while working so, he was given a memo, 
on 25-9-2000 raising certain allegations of misconduct. He 
was placed under suspension w.e.f. 12-9-2000. Thereafter a 
memd of charges was given to him on 4-12-2000. A domestic 
enquiry was conducted and he was found guilty of all the 
charges levelled against him and the disciplinary authority 
imposed punishment of discharge from service, but with 
superannuation benefits and without disqualification for 
future employment, on 9-1-2003. An appeal w as filed and 
was dismissed. The claimant contends that the enquiry 
officer had not given him proper opportunity to defend. 
No evidence worth mentioning was adduced before the 
enquiry officer to establish the charges. There is no 
violation of principles of natural justice. The disciplinary 
authority had no considered the mitigating circumstances 
of the claimant. Hence he seeks reinstatement in serv ice 
with back wages and continuity of service 

3. According to the management bank the claimant 
had committed serious misconduct. His explanation against 
the allegations were not convincing and hence an enquiry 
was conducted. Accepting the report of enquiry officer 
punishment was imposed. Though the misconduct 
warranted dismissal of the employee a lenient v iew was 
taken and imposed a punishment of discharge only. The 
superannuation benefits were given and no disqualification 
for future employment was mulcted. The claimant is not 
entitled for reinstatement or any other relief. 

4. In the light ofthe above contcnsions the follow ing 
points arise for consideration : 

(1) Is the domestic enquiry' valid ? 

(2) Is the termination of the services of the c laima nl 
legal? 

The evidence consists of documentary' ev idence of 
Ext.Ml on the side of management., 


Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 

The Managing Director, 

State Bank of Travancore, 

Head Office. Poojapura. 

Tluruvananthapuram-695 012 ... Management 

Adv. Shri Paulose C. Varghese 
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5. Point No. (1): 

Though there is a contention in the claim statement 
that the claimant was not given proper opportunity to 
adduce evidence and defend his case and that there is 
violation of principles of natural justice, at the time of 
argument the learned counsel for the claimant fairly 
conceded that he was not pursuing this contention. It 
follows therefore that the domestic enquiry is valid. 

6. Point No. (2): 

The allegation against the claimant is that on 
5-9-2000 while he was working as Receipt Cashier in Adoor 
Branch he had committed some misconduct. Four charges 
were levelled against him as per chargesheet which is 
contained in Ext.Ml enquiry file (page. 82). The 1st charge 
is that on 5-9-2000 about 3.30 p.m. after closing the account 
and leaving cash on Head Cashier's table but without 
entrusting him he had left the office. The 2nd charge is that 
while leaving the office at 3.30 p.m., he had not settled the 
account bv locating the difference in cash (excess by 
Rs. 20.000) and it had be done by other staff. The 3rd charge 
is that the claimant had left the office without obtaining 
permission of the competent authority. The 4th charge is that 
the Head Cashier after keeping on his table Rs. 6.50 lakhs on 
5-9-2000 around2.30 p.m.. had left lunch. Around 3.00 p.m. 
a shortage of Rs. 50.000 was noticed. Thereafter at 3.30 
p. m. the claimant had left the office and come back only at 
5.30 p.m. and that too when he was summoned. Around 
7.00 p.m. when everyone was searching for the missing 
money the claimant had reported to the Head Cashier that 
he had found something like currency bundle on a built up 
a rca near the toilet and when he tried to take it, it had fallen 
into a cavity near the toilet. The money was removed by 
the claimant with a view to appropriate it and to defraud 
the bank. 

7. The enquiry' officer relying on the oral testimony 
of witnesses examined on the side of management, PWs 1 
to 9 come to the conclusion that the claimant was guilty of 
all the charges levelled against hint. Regarding the 4th 
charge of removal of currency'of Rs. 50,OOP there cannot 
be anv direct evidence because the intention in such a 
case being to appropriate the money it must have been 
removed the table stealthily. Since such acts are done in 
secret nobody may witness it or notice it. Hence the 
misdeed can be detected only on the basis of circumstantial 
evidence. That was what followed by the enquiry officer, it 
is to be noted that none of the officers or staff of the branch 
had suspected any officer or staff including peons in the 
incident. The claimant has no case that any of the 
management witnesses except PWS (Peon) had any ill-will 
towards him. The animosity'that the claimant is referring, is 
that sometimes there was some petty quarrel and exchange 
of w ords betw een him and PW8 about w hich the latter had 
spoken when he was examined by the Enquiry Officer. The 
relationship between them was not that strained as to 


incriminate a person in serious offence like this. That apart 
PW8 is only a peon and his testimony does not affect the 
case one way or other, as he is not a material witness. 

8. In the cash department there were 4 cashiers and 
2 peons. All the cashiers were sitting within the cash cabin. 
The claimant was Receipt Cashier and one Shri John Samuel 
was payment Cashier. They were sitting in their respective 
counters within the cabin. Behind them in the Cash Cabin 
a Head Cash Cashier and an Assistant Head Cashier Shri 
C.T. Koshy and Smt. Molly Sam were seated sharing a 
common table. Besides them the Cash Peon, Narayanan 
and PW8 Sasi, head peon were also there in the cash cabin. 
No outsiders were allowed to enter the cash cabin. Normally 
no other staff or official enter the cash cabin. The evidence 
recorded by the enquiry officer does not show that on 
5-9-2000 anybody other than cashiers and the 2 peons 
aforementioned, had entered the cash cabin. It has come 
out in evidence that renovation work was going on in the 
bank during the period of the incident. The cash cabin was 
not in proper order and there was lack of proper safety 
arrangements within the cabin. The cash cabin was no 
doubt separated from other portions but its door was not 
yet fitted with shutters but had only a door frame. The 
drawers within the cabin had no locking system. The Head 
Cashier had complained about the safety measures to the 
concerned authority. But the evidence does not show that 
any outsider had entered the cash cabin on that day 
including the workers engaged in renovation work. During 
the whole working hours one or other of the cashiers were 
persent in the cash cabin. The Assistant Head Cashier had 
lunch first on that day. It is thereafter that the Head Cashier 
had gone for lunch. Then the other two cashiers were in 
the cabin. It is after 3.00 p.m. that the claimant had gone out 
for lunch. Therefore the cashiers in the Cash Department 
could know whether anybody oth«r than the staff in the 
Cash Department had entered the cash cabin. Moreover' 
the cash was placed on the table of Head Cashier. Thai was 
a common table shared both by Head Cashier and Assistant 
Head Cashier. Therefore the possibility' of an intruder from 
outside is to be ruled out. 

9. PW1 is the Branch Manager of Adoor Branch. 
According to him he came to know of the shortage of 
Rs. 50.000 only by 5.30 p.m. According to him the toilet (the 
place of recovery) is above floor level by one foot. The 
built up area where the currency bundle was first found 
was having a height of 6V* to 7 feet. A person who is going 
to the toilet will have to keep an eye on the toilet step or 
else he may slip and fall while entering the toilet. Therefore 
one may not look upward while entering the toilet. The 
currency was found shortly after there was a discussion 
and suggestion by staff that the matter should be reported 
to police. He also says that customers had complained 
about discourteous behaviour of the worker in the past 
(pages 140. 142. 144. 145. 153. & 155 ofPWl in Ext.Ml 
enquiry file). 
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10. PW2 is the Head Cashier, Shri C.T. Koshy. 
According to him, he had kept Rs. 6.50 lakhs on his table 
and Sliri John Samuel (Payment Cashier) was told that the 
amount was kept for the purpose of making payment to 
K.S.R.T.C. This was between 1.45 p.m. and 2 00 p.m. Though 
John Samuel acknowledged the information since he was 
busy he did not physically verify the amount then and 
there. At 2.15 p.m. he went home for lunch. By 2.45 p.m. he 
came back. Meanwhile Shri John Samuel had found shortage 
in the amount. Around 3.1.5 p.m. the claimant handed over 
his cash received in his counter telling to PW2 that there 
was an excess of Rs. 20.000 and he was not able to locate 
the difference. Thereafter he went for lunch. Abojut 
4.00 p.m. PW2 had to summon the claimant to the bank 
through peon. After 10 minutes the claimant was brought 
by the peon. After 6.00 p.m. when everybody was searching 
for and talking about the missing currency he was informed 
by the claimant that something like currency notes were 
found on the top of the built up area by the side of toilet 
and when he had tried to reach for it, it fell into a cavity 
nearby. On going to the spot it was not possible to see 
what was lying at the bottom of the cavity. Hence a stool 
was brought. There was no current and with the help of 
match light an attempt was made to make out the thing that 
was Ring at the bottom of the cavity Nothing could be 
made out. Hence a torch was brought and with the help of 
torch it was confirmed that the matter was currency notes. 
The w all had to be broken in order to retrieve thecurrency 
notes. He also says that the behaviour of the claimant to 
his colleagues was sometimes not cordial. He also admits 
that security measures of Cash Department were jeopardized 
duringthe period of the incident (page 160,161, 163,165, 
174. 176 & 179ofPW2). 

11. .PW3 is Assistant Head Cashier, Smt. Molly Sam. 
She says that she is sharing a common table with Head 
Cashier in the Cash Cabin. On 5-9-2000 she had lunch 
between 1.15 p.m. and 1.3D p.m. She does not remember 
w hen did the claimant go for lunch. According to her, money 
(Rs. 6.50 lakhs) was not entrusted to her by Head Cashier, 
but it Was entrusted to Shri John Samuel. When she was 
asked about the responsibility of the claimant in duty she 
responded that she had no comments (pages 182, 184, 
186.191 & 192ofPW.3). 

12. PW4 is Shri John Samuel, Payment Cashier. 
According to him he went for lunch on 5-9-2000 at 1.45 p.m. 
after Smt. Molly Sam came back after lunch. About 2.15 
p.m. Head Cashier went for lunch after keeping Rs. 6.50 
lakhs on the table of Head Cashier telling him to make 
payment to K.S.R.T.C. out of that amount. At that time 
Smt. Molly Sam. Sreekumar (claimant) and Peon Narayan 
were present. Between 2:45p.m. and 3.00p.m. K.S.R.T.C. 
people came for taking payment. WhenPW4 took the money 
and verified he found a shortage of Rs. 50,000. Immediately 
he informed the Head Cashier. By 3 .10 p.m. the Head Cashier 
came to the office. The claimant w’as then present. All 


cashiers started discussing about the missing currency. 
Around 7 p.m. there was electricity failure. Then the Head 
Cashier called P W4 and told that something like currency' 
bundle was found by Mr. Sreekumar on the top of the wall 
of the toilet. When PW4 went to the spot where the currency' 
was found the Head Cashier and Sreekumar were standing 
outside the toilet. There was no current then. The missing 
currency was detected 10 minutes after the staff suggested 
to compalin to police. According to P W4 the toilet by the 
side of the place of incident was not in use. According to 
him if there is no light, even jutting object over the wall 
cannot be seen (pages 119,123. 131 & 134 ofPW4). 

13. PW5 is security guard Shri Philipose Baby. He 
was on duty near the door of cash cabin on 5-9-2000. 
According to him during working hours nobody other than 
cashiers and cash peons and head peon are allowed to 
enter the cash cabin. He says that there is only one door to 

cash cabin and there is no other entry . He went for 
lunch at 1.30 p.m. and returned by 1.45 p.m. and there was 
no other security guard in the bank on that day (pages 193, 
194& 195 of PW5). 

14. PW6 is Deputy Manager (Accounts) Shri T. 
Rajamma. She says that Mr. Sreekumar went for lunch at 
about 3.00 p.m. and returned by 3.30 p.m. Again he went 
out at 4/4.15 p.m. and came back by 5/5.30 p.m. (It is to be 
noted that this is nobody’s case. Sreekumar went out only' 
once in the afternoon and not tw ice). No permission was 
given by PW6 to Sreekumar for going out. She does not 
know whether anybody' else had given permission. She 
says that all staff in the Cash Department checked Almirahs 
for missing currency'. After 6.45 p.m. the missing money 
was found near the toilet in a cavity. That toilet had no lock 
and hence it was not used by anybody'. The public has no 
access to the toilet. It is situated west of Cash Department. 
According to her the claimant used to stay in the cash 
cabin till his cash was tallied (pages 96, 100,101 & 114of 
PW6). 

15. PW7 is Shri Abraham Koshy, Branch Manager. 
According to him he came to know' about shortage of cash 
around 5.30 p.m. He suggested to report the matter to the 
police. The toilet near the place of incident was not in use. 
The built up area where the currency' was reported to be 
first seen is at a height of more than 6 feet from the floor. A 
person standing outside the toilet cannot notice the bundle 
over the wall (pages 198 & 199 of PW7). 

16. PW8 is Shri Sasi, head peon. According to him 
the Head Cashier had asked him to call Sreekumar who had 
gone out. Accordingly, he looked for Mr: Sreekumar in 
Hotel Yamuna and Inderaprastha and brought him back to 
the bank There was suggestion from the staff to report the 
incident to police. According to the witness both toilets in 
the bank were being used by the staff. According to him 
Mr. Sreekumar’s name was being talked by the staff in 
connection with the incident. The witness had some ill 
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feeling against Mr. Sreekumar due to latter's conduct in the 
past According to him there was heated exchange of words 
sometimes between Sreekumar and himself (pages 206,211 
&212ofPW8). 

17. PW9 is Shri john C.O., Dy Manager. He was not 
in charge of cash department and his testimony has not 
assumed any importance. 

18. The vital witnesses are P W2 Head Cashier, P W3 
Assistant Head Cashier and PW4 Payment Cashier Shri 
John Samuel. It is admitted by the claimant in his explanation 
to charge memo (page 84 of Ext. Ml) that after entrusting 
cash received by him to the Head Cashier he had gone out 
for lunch. In the claim statement paragraph 3, the claimant 
states that he had gone for lunch around 3.30 p.m. The 
management witnesses say that it is after 3 .00 p.m. that the 
claimant had gone out for lunch. It has come out through 
the testimony of management witnesses PW2 & PW4 that 
it was after the Head Cashier came back after lunch that 
Shri Sreekumar had entrusted his cash to the Head Cashier 
and went out. The Head Cashier came back from home after 
lunch when he was informed by Shri John Samuel (Payment 
Cashier) that there was shortage of Rs. 50,000 out of money 
kept on the table. The Head Cashier says that around 
2.45 p.m. he had come back. It was thereafter only the 
claimant entrusted his money and informed that there was 
an excess of Rs. 20,000 and the difference he was not able 
to locate. According to the head cashier around 3.15 p.m. 
the claimant must have gone out because it was at 
5.15 p. m. that money was entrusted by the claimant to him. 
Therefore before the claimant went out for lunch everybody 
in the cash cabin came to know that there was a shortage 
of Rs. 50.000 out of Rs. 6.50 lakhs kept on the table of Head 
Cashier for the purpose of making payment to K.S.R.T. C. 

19. Thus when the claimant went out two problems 
were pending for rectification, i.e. (l)to lacate the difference 
in cash (c.xccs ofRs. 20.000) received by the claimant (2) to 
lind out out the missing currency of Rs. 50,000. Though 
excess or shortage in cash due to mistake in accounting 
happens occasionally and rectified soon, missing or loss of 
liquid cash is a serious thing and a rare incident in a bank. 
All the cashiers were responsible to find out what really 
had happened. Since it was missing of currency all persons 
in (he cash cabin were expected to be careful and not to 
leave the cash cabin until either the shortage or missing 
was found out or a final decision was taken as to what was 
to be done in the incident. The evidence given by 
management witnesses is to the effect that the claimant 
had very casually left the bank for lunch around 3.15 p.m. 
When all the cashiers in the cash cabin were busy searching 
lor and checking everywhere in the cash cabin for the 
money it was not normal for another cashier to leave the 
office for lunch. It has come out in evidence that he had 
gone out not with permission of anyone including Branch 
Manager. Deputy manager (Accounts) or Head Cashier. 


Something serious had happened in the office and it was 
the responsibility of the concerned department to settle 
the problem. As per the explanation to the memo of charges 
the claimant had gone for lunch at 3.15 p.m. and came back 
by 4.00 p.m. and as per the claim statement the period of 
absence from office was from 3.30 p.m. and 4.00 p.m. The 
Head Cashier says that he had sent a peon to get 
Mr. Sreekumar tothebank around 4.00 p.m After 10 minutes 
Mr. Sreekumar was brought by the peon. Thus even going 
by the statement of the claimant he had gone out around 
3.15 p.m. and came bade only by 4.00 p.m. The evidence is 
that he had not returned by himself, but was summoned by 
the Head Cashier. The behaviour of the claimant at that 
moment was unusual and was not expected of a responsible 
cashier in the circumstances. He should have been on pins 
and needles until the missiong money was traced out and 
the difference in his cash account (exess of Rs. 20,000) was 
located and cash tallied. It has come out in evidence and 
admittedly too that the excess amount of Rs. 20,000 was 
located by another staff and that it had happened due to 
placing of a voucher face down in the file. This indicates 
the light manner in which the claimant had treated the 
situation. Assuming that he had waited till 3.15 p.m. without 
lunch and did not wait any more, considering the serious 
situation in the office he should have informed at least the 
Head Cashier that he was leaving for lunch and should 
have returned taking bare minimum time for lunch. He did 
not do so and had to be called through a peon from a hotel. 

20. The conduct of the claimant that followed till the 
final stage adds more suspicion. Everyone was checking 
and verifying in almirahs and chests in the cash cabin for 
the money Sometimes around 7.00 p.m. the Head Cashier 
was informed by the claimant that he had found someting 
like currency bundle on the top of a built up area near the 
toilet. When he tried to take it, it slipped and fell into a 
nearby cavity. By the time the Head Cashier and others 
rushed to the scene there was no light due to current failure 
and a torch was brought and with help of torch it was 
found that the bundle that was lying at the bottom of the 
cavity was currency notes. The wall had to be broken to 
take it out. These facts are not disputed. The question is 
how did the claimant come across the bundle on the top of 
the built up area near the toilet ? The toilet was outside the 
cash cabin. According to some witnesses the toilet was 
not in'usc. It had no lock. But others say it was in use. At 
any rate, it was not used by the public. One cannot imagine 
that the cash could be hidden somewhere outside the cash 
cabin and that too in a place like the toilet. The built up area 
was more than 6 feet high and it was not easy to get a view 
of something on the top of it unless one carefully looked 
for it. It is not easy for a person going to the toilet to see 
something on the top of the built up area due to its height 
and also because the toilet is at a height of one foot from 
the floor and one has to look down while entering the toilet 
lest he would stumble and fall. That is the evidence given 
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by PW1, PW2, PW4 and PW7. All the witnesses say that 
some of the staff were discussing and suggesting to report 
the matter to the police. Immediately thereafter the cuira 
was traced out. The whole situation has to be taken into 
account in order to know who could be the culprit. When 
everyone was searching in the cash cabin where alone the 
cashiers could expect the missing money, the claimant found 
it on the top of a walknear the toilet The whole conduct of 
the claimant from the time of missing of money till it was 
traced out, is suspicious. Though cash peon was also there 
nobody pointed out a finger of doubt on him. Assuming 
that an outsider had taken it there Was no possibility to 
hide it within the bank. The money was found out not by 
any other staff of other departments or one of the other 
cashiers in the cash department, but by the claimant. All 
these circumstances made the enquiry officer to draw a 
conclusion that it was none other than the claimant who 
had done the mischief. If the money was misplaced it should 
have been within the cash cabin. That means it was removed 
stealthily with an intention to appropriate it. The 
circumstances mentioned above as well as the evidence of 
the witnesses adduced before the enquiry officer can only 
point to the claimant as the guilty. Therefore the finding of 
Enquiry Officer with regard to the 4th charge cannot be 
said to be perverse. 

21. The first charge is that the claimant had gone 
out for lunch without entrusting the cash received by him 
in the cash counter either to the Head Cashier or Assistant 
Head Cashier. Though the enquiry officer has found the 
claimant guilty of that charge it is admitted by the Head 
Cashier that at 3.15 p.m. the claimant had entrusted the 
money but there was an excess of Rs. 20,000 and the 
claimant had not located the difference. Therefore the 
entrusting of cash is no more in doubt and therefore the 
claimant cannot be said to be guilty of 1st charge. 

22 . The 2nd charge is that the claimant had not 
located the difference in cash and tallied the cash before 
he had gone out for lunch. It is an irresponsible conduct. It 
is not disputed that when he had entrusted money to the 
Head Cashier around 3.15 p.m. on 5-9-2000 there was an 
excess of Rs. 20,000 and he was not able to find out how it 
had happened and where he had gone wrong in 
accounting. This was traced out and mistake was detected 
by another staff though the responsibility was on the 
claimant. Hence he cannot escape from the guilt and he is 
rightly charge-sheeted on that count. There is no reason 
to inferfere with the finding of Enquiry Officer on 2nd 
charge. 

23. The 3rd charge is that he had gone out of lunch 
without permission of any officer. It is stated by Branch 
Manager, Deputy Manager (Accounts) and Head Cashier 
that the claimant had gone out for lunch without anybody's 
permission. Though in a normal situation a superior officer 
may not take such conduct seriously, but in a situation like 
the present, he should have sought permission before 
32.49 6 , 1 / 04-3 


leaving the office. As per rules one is not supposed to 
leave the baftk Without permission. That was not followed 
by the calimant. Besides he took long time to return to 
bank. It is more correct to say that until he was summoned 
he had not returned. Therefore he is guilty of 3rd charge 
also. 

24. In the fight of the aforesaid circumstances and 
evidence, I find no reson to differ from the findings of 
enquiry officer except with regard to 1st charge. For a gross 
misconduct like the one mentioned in the 4th charge the 
bank cannot take a more linient view than discharge with 
superannuation benefits and without disqualification for 
future employment. The punishment cannot be said to be 
disproportionate to the guilt and there is no reason to 
interfere with the punishment. 

25. Inthe result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in finding that the claimant is 
guilty of the charges and imposing a punishment of 
discharge are legal and justified and claimant is not entitled 
to any relief. No costs. The award will take effect one month 
after its publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 8th 
day of September, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX 

Witness for the Workman: Nil 
Witness for the Management: ML 
Exibits for the Workman: ML 

Exibits for the Management: 

Ml : Domestic Enquiry file. 

5 3PPJSR, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 5th October, 2006 

S.O. 4220.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D. 81 of 1992) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal<um-tabour 
Court, Kanpur Now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
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(he management of ANZ Giyndlays Bank and their 
w orkman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 4-10-2006. 

[No. L-12012/94/1992-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SURESH CHANDRA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIB UN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR, U.P. 

Industrial Dispute No. 81 of 1992 
BETWEEN 

State Vice President. 

U P. Bank Employees Union. 

23/74 Patkapur. 

Kanpur 

AND 

ANZ Giyndlays Bank Pic Giyndlays. 

Now Standard Chartered Bank. 

16 Mahatma Gandhi Road, Kanpur. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government. Ministry or Labour, New 
Delhi, vide its order dated L-l2012/94/92-IR (B-I) dated 
30-6-92 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of ANZ 

Giyndlays Bank Pic.. Kanpur in dismissing Sri R. C. 

Srivastva from service w.e.f. 22-8-91 is justified ? If 

not to what relief the workman is entitled to V 

2. Undisputed facts of the case are that onan earlier 
occasion this tribunal vide its award dated 28-8-97 had 
I icld the dismissal of the workman as bad in law and ordered 
reinstatement of the workman in the service of the bank. 
The opposite party bank challenged the said award before 
the Hon'ble High Court. Allahabad, by filing civil writ 
petition no. 36051 of 97 which was finally disposed of by 
the Hon’ble Court vide its orders dated 15-7-03 whereby 
the'ease has been remanded back to this tribunal for 
decision a fresh. Concerned workman bv means of 
application dated 15-10-04 enclosed a certified copy of the 
orders of the Hon’ble High Court and prayed to decide the 
case afresh in the light of observations made by the Hon’ble 
High Court in its order dated 15-7-03. Thereupon notices 
to the contesting parties were issued from this tribunal and 
the case was fixed for arguments in the case. 

3. In short the case of the workman is that the 
workman was the General Secretary of Gryndlays Bank 
Staff Assoc. The opposite party bank for some time past 
has been indulging in anti-union activities with calculated 
intention to eliminate the trade union activities in tire bank. 


In order to achieve this objeet the opp. party bank has 
instituted various court cases against the serveral 
employees of the bank including the concerned workman. 
It is further alleged by the workman that opposite party 
bank being not finding any effective method in their aim 
has placed the workman under suspension w.e.f. 16-1-88 
on false pretext and thereafter workman was issued major 
penalty chargesheet dated 27-1-88. After completion of 
domestic inquin' the workman was removed from the 
services of the bank w.e.f. 22-8-91 by way of punishment. 
Appeal preferred against the final order also failed. It is 
unnecessary to detail further case of the workman as the 
Hon'ble High Court in its judgement has already held that 
the appointment of enquiry 7 officer was proper and that the 
domestic inquiry’ held against the concerned workman was 
fair and proper. However it may be pointed out that it is tire 
further case of the workman that being General Secretary 
of the Association he was a protected workman under the 
l.D. Act and he could not have been removed from the 
service of the opp. party 7 . The opposite party', passed the 
removal orders against the workman by way of unfair labour 
practice to victimize the workman in this way the removal 
order is bad in law and is liable to be set aside. It is also 
alleged that Sri Bachchoo Lai and Than Singh who were 
named in the charge sheet and who were alleged to have 
used abusive and filthy languages against the officers of 
the bank have not been taken up into disciplinary 7 action 
by the opposite party 7 bank. It has also been alleged that 
no such incident as alleged in the chargesheet ever took 
place in the bank premises. Workman has also pleaded that 
the action of the opposite party bank in removing his 
services is highly discriminator and therefore is liable to be 
set aside and the workman be directed to be reinstated in 
the services of the bank with full back wages, continuity of 
service and all consequential benefits attached to the post 
be a 1 so a wa rded to t he w ork man. 

4. The claim of the workman has been refuted by the 
opposite party' bank on variety' of grounds. It has been 
alleged by the oppoite party' bank that on 12-1-88. and 
employee of opposite party bank by name Sri Bachchoo 
Lai Mishra informed Mr. P.K. Seth an officer of the bank 
that he would have to attend the court in connection with 
the case the following date i.e. 13-1-88 and also requested 
that he should not be marked late on 13-1-88. The said 
request was not exceeded to by the opposite party bank 
and Sri Mishra was duly informed by Mr. Seth that’ he 
should first come to the bank and sign the attendance 
register and thereafter would go to the court. On the same 
day the charged employee alongwith Sri Mishra at about 
5.30 p.m. approached Mr. Seth and reiterated their earlier 
stand that Mr. Mishra should not be marked late on 13-1-88' 
in the attendance register upon which Mr. Seth expressed 
his inability to exceed to their request upon which Mr. R.C. 
Srivastava asked the officer to check with the Asstl. 
Manager Operation. On checking with Mr. B.M. Sikka the 
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Assistant Manager, Operation Mr. P. K. Seth duly informed 
Mr. R.C Srivastava that an endorsement stating court case 
would be made in the attendance register. 

5. It is further alleged that at about 9 p.m. the same 
day the charged employee alongwiththe said Sri Bachchoo 
Lai Mishra and another employee named Mr. Than Singh 
as well as an outsider entered the banking hall of the said 
branch in a drunken state and expressed annoyance at the 
actions of the officers of the bank. 

It is alleged that another officer Mr- Arun Sharma 
who happened to be there at the material time, tried to 
specify the charged employee pointing out that such 
requirements were part of the norms of office discipline 
and had to be complied with. Moreover, the officers were 
merely carrying out instructions of senior officers. 
Thereafter the said Mishra and the said Tim Singh abused 
the officers of the bank. As soon as the said Mr. Sharma 
left the office premises to deposit the keys at the residence 
of the Assistant Manager, operation, which was situated 
in the bank compound the charged employee alongwith an 
outsider pulled Mr. P.K. Seth by his tie and manhandled 
and slapped him as a result of which the spectacles were 
broken and he also suffered a bruisd on his left eye. On 
these grounds the charged employee was served with a 
chargesheet which culminated into removal from service 
of the employee concerned. The action of the opposite 
party bank was fully justified considering the serious 
misconduct committed by the charged employee and the 
opposite party bank has committed no illegality in conduct 
of domestic inquiry against the employee concerned. On 
the basis of above pleadings it has been prayed by opp. 
party bank that the claim of the delinquent employee be 
rejected being devoide of merit. 

6. Workman has filed rejoinder in which nothing new 
has been pleaded except reiteration of the facts already 
pleaded in the statement of claim. 

7. Having regard to the observation of the Hon'ble 
High Court in its order dated 15-7-03 arguments of the 
contesting parties were heard at length on the materials 
and evidences available on the record of the domestic 
inquiry. Relevant material and record of the case have also 
been viewed by the tribunal carefully. 

8 It has been argued by the authorised 
representative for the concerned workman that the 
management has not been able to establish the charges 
against the charged employee before the enquiry officer, 
therefore, the workman is entitled to be reinstated in the 
services of the bank with full back wages and all 
consequential benefits. As against it has been urged by 
the authorised representative for the opp. party bank that 
since the Hon'ble High Court has found that the domestic 
inquiry held against the employee was fair and proper 
therefore it would not be expedient for this tribunal to go 
into the merit of the case. It is further contention of the 


authorised representative for the workman that this tribunal 
is fully empowered to examine the evidence and material 
available before the domestic inquiry to find out as to 
whether or not the charges are proved and that the tribunal 
is further empowered to record a different finding as 
compared to findings recorded by the inquiry officer. 

Agreeing with the contention of the authorised 
representative for the workman and tribunal is of the 
opinion that under Section 11-Aofthe Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, the tribunal has been vested with ample pow ers 
to arrive at a different conclusion other than arrived at by 
the disciplinary authority and tribunal can also modify the 
punishment order having regard to the gravity of proved 
misconduct. I do not find any force in the contention of the 
authorised representative for the opposite party in view of 
the observations made by the Hon'ble High Court in its 
judgement and order dated 15-7-03. The Hon'ble Court has 
categorically observed that the tribunal has not referred or 
taken into consideration the evidence which was before 
the enquiry officer in the domestic inquiry which alone 
could be the subject matter of consideration. It has also 
been observed by the Hon'ble Court that the other question 
on merits regarding reinstatement with fullback wages, 
and the charges have been proved or not are not being 
gone into by this court. After making the aforesaid 
observations the Hon'ble High Court was pleased to remand 
back the instant case to this tribunal with direction to decide 
it a fresh ignoring the evidence led by the parties afresh 
after the inquiry was declared vitiated by the tribunal li 
has also been observed by the Hon'ble High Court that 
the tribunal shall confine its findings only to the evidence 
of the parties available before the domestic inquiry. 

9. Now on the basis of appraisal of evidence led by 
the parties before the domestic inquiry, it is to be 
considered how far the man agement has been able to bring 
home the guilt/misconduct against the delinquent employee. 

10. A bare perusal of charges!^ dated 27-1-88 
would indicate the fact that certain cases were fixed for 
hearing on 13-1 -88 before the criminal court at Kanpur and 
in that connection Sri Bachchoo Lai Mishra on 12 -1 -88 at 
about 12.30 p.m. requested Sri P.K. Seth (M.W. 1) that 
tomorrow there is a court case so do not mark him late as he 
will go to the court directly from his house. On which 
Bachchoo Lai Mishra was told by' Mr. Seth that first he 
should come to the bank and sign the attendance register 
and then go to court. It further indicates that in the evening 
the delinquent employee alongwith Bachchoo Lai Mishra 
again approched Mr. P.K Seth and told him not marie late in 
the attendance register and that Mr. Bachchoo Lai Mishra 
will go to court directly. Mr. Seth again reiterated the stand 
that first Mr. Mishra should come to the bank sign the 
attendance register and then go to the court. Thereafter 
the matter was referred to Mr. B.N. Sikka (MW. 2) Assistant 
Manager, Operations who in turn informed Mr. Seth to writ 
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court case in the attendance register, which fact was advised 
to the delinquent employee and Mr. Bachchoo Lai Mishra. 

11. Chargesheet dated 27-1-88 further goes to 
indicate the fact that on 12-1-88 Mr. P.K Seth alongwith 
Mr. Arun Sharma were in the office at about 9.00 p.m. and 
were going to close the branch when the delinquent 
employee alongwith Mr. B.L. Mishra, Than Singh and an 
outsider entered the bank hail in a drunken state and started 
heatedly discussing the issue regarding marking late in the 
attendance register. Mr. Arun Sharma tried to pacify 
(delinquent employee) and the others pointing out that 
such requirements are normal norms of the office as per 
office rules. During the course of discussions Mr. Mishra 
and Mr. Than Singh started abusing to the management 
staff and the delinquent employee was looking on. It further 
indicates that with the pursuation of Mr. Arun Sharma and 
Mr. Seth, officers of the bank the delinquent employee and 
others went out of the bank hall and stood in the bank's 
compound as Mr. Sharma locked up the premises. Again 
both Mr. Mishra and Than Singh started abusing the 
management and officers of the bank. In the mean time 
when Mr. Sharma went to the residence of Mr. Sikka to 
deposit the keys the delinquent employee alongwith the 
outsider pulled Mr. Seth's tie from his neck and manhandled 
and slapped him resulting in his snectacles being broken 
and he also got a bruise on his le>* eye. 

12. On the basis of above allegations against the 
delinquent employee management appointed inquiry officer 
to ascertain the fact as to whether the allegations levelled 
against the employee concerned are correct or not. 

13. During the course of domestic inquiry, 
management examined Sri P.K. Seth (M. W. 1), Sri B.M. Sikka. 
Manager (operations) as M. W. 2 and Mr. Arun Sharma as 
M.W.3 and has also relied upon certain documents marked 
as M.l, M2, M.3 which is written statement of Mr. P.K 
Seth dated 13-1-88 regarding the incident of previous day 
i.e. 12-1-88, M.3 attendance register for the management 
staff. M.4 corrigendum issued by the management vide 
letter dated 5-10-88, M.5 note dated 13-1-88 prepared by 
Mr. B.M. Sikka for the attention of the Manager, M.6 
document dated 13-1-88 bearing signatures of M.W. 1 and 
Mr. R.C. Srivastava, namely memorandum of understanding 
M.7 letter dated 13-1-88 from Mr. Arun Sharma to the 
Manager Grindlays Bank, pic, Kanpur and Book Safe 
Register for the period 10-8-87 to 25-1-88. 

14. Defence side during the course of domestic 
inquiry examined Shri Shyam Bahadur, Chowkidar of the 
Bank as D. W. 1 and Sri Panna Lai an ex-employee residing 
at Bank's compound. No documentary evidence has been 
led by the defence representative during the domestic 
inquiry. 

15. Domestic inquiry was conducted by Sri N.V 
Srinivasan as enquiry officer, Mr. B.R. Sobti, represented 


the case of the management alongwith Mr. S. C. Duggal 
and Mr. S.C. Bhargava were as delinquent employee was 
represented by Mr. J.D. Mishra before the enquiry officer. 

16. Fairness and proprietory of domestic inquiry is 
not being looked into as it has already been held by the 
Hon'ble High Court that the domestic inquiry conducted 
against the delinquent employee was fair, proper and 
valid. 

17. From the enquiry proceedings as well as from 
the chargesheet it is quite obvious that certain court cases/ 
litigations were going on between the Union and the 
management opposite party bank and the delinquent 
employee alongwith other employee of the bank were the 
accused persons in the cases filed by the management 
bank. It is also clear from the record of the inquiry that the 
delinquent employee was the General Secretary of the 
Grindlays Bank Staff Association. It is also not in dispute 
that the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947, are 
applicable between the contesting parties. 

18. During the course of domestic inquiry it was 
submitted by the defence representative that the 
construction of the chargesheet based on the allegation is 
incorrect, inasmuch as the allegation, even if proved would 
amount to a minor misconduct within the meaning of para 
19.7(e) of the Bipartite Settlement; that the charge levelled 
is not definite inasmuch as the alleged particular act has 
been mentioned in the chargesheet into two misconduct 
i.e. para 19.5(c) and 19.5(d); that while framing the charge 
under para 19.5(c) particular charge whether drunkenness 
or ritous or diorderly or indecent behaviour has not been 
mentioned and the clause as stated in the Bipartite 
Settlement is reproduced. The chargesheet therefore is not 
proper and liable to be quashed on this short ground; that 
the suspension is unwarranted in the present case where 
proper opportunity of rebuttal and or explanation was not 
granted. Even the version of the chargesheeted employee 
was neither obtained nor considered and no opportunity 
whatsoever was given to him before the issue of the 
chargesheet and or suspension order: that the 
chargesheeted employee, being the General Secretary' of 
the only one and the recognized union existing in the 
branch, discussion should have taken place between the 
management and the union, prior to the issuance of 
chargesheet and suspension order, and that the incident 
as alleged and specifically denied by Mr. R C. Srivastava at 
9.00 p.m. is much after the office hours and cannot be made 
basis of suspension and chargesheet and that too a gross 
misconduct. 

19. This tribunal is oblivious of the fact that when a 
case of removal from the service is under judicial scruitiny 
before a court of law, defence side generally raises technical 
objections/arguments challenging the chargesheet but 
these objections do not carry much weight before any court 
of law. The relev ant and material thing to be seen by such 
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;i court is as to whether or not the delinquent employee has 
been provided with adequate opportunity of being heard 
by the disciplinary authority/inquiry officer and whether 
or not rules of natural justice have been followed by the 
above authorities. From this point of view technical 
objections raised by the defence side before the domestic 
inquiry arc being ignored by the tribunal, therefore, the 
tribunal is restricting its finding to examine as to whether 
(he deli nq uent employee has been provided with sufficient 
opportunity of being heard by the above authorities and 
as to w hether or not the management has been able to 
establish the charges before the enquiry officer. 

20. The first and foremost contention raised by the 
representative for the delinquent employee before the 
inquiry officci as well as before this tribunal is that the 
delinquent employee has not been given any opportunity 
ofbctng heard before passing of the suspension order and 
before issuance of chargesheet, by the disciplinary 
authority. Even no opportunity was given to the employee 
to reply effectively the charges and the management 
straight way initiated disciplinary inquiry against the 
workman on the basis of report submitted by the M.W1 
P.K. Seth on 13-1 -88. it has furtherbeen contended by the 
repr. for the workman that the denial of opportunity by the 
disciplinary authority has cut the very root of making 
effective defence before the inquiry officer for the employee. 
In reply to these contentions it has been argued by the 
uulh. repre. for the management before the inquiry officer 
that the gravity of the charges alleged against the employee 
warranted immediate suspension and chargesheeting of 
the employee. He further submitted that there is no 
principle which compels management to seek explanation 
before i he chargcshccting and/or suspending an employee. 
In support of this argument, the representative for the 
management referred the law cited by the Honble Supreme 
Court of India in the case of Firestone TVre & Rubber Co. 
Ltd. versus Workmen, 1967IILLJ page 715 and submitted 
that if after a preliminary' enquiry there is a prima facie 
reason think that the workman was at fault, a chargesheet 
setting out the details of allegation and the likely evidence 
may be issued without offending against any principle of 
just icc and fair play. The enquiry officer while dealing with 
the above arguments at page 11 of the enquiry report has 
observed that suspension being an administrative act, he 
has no business to sit over judgement over such an act. 
because as an enquiry' officer, his duty is to enquire and 
sec that the parties have adequate opportunity to put 
forward their case and that he had assured them that he 
shall spare no efforts to do so. The tribunal is unable to 
agree with the opinion of the inquiry officer on this point, 
it is settled principle of law that enquiry officer while 
conducting domestic inquiry is supposed to view the case 
with open eyes and open mind and he is not supposed to 
be prejudiced against either party. The Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in the law cited by the management representative 


as quoted above has clearly held that if after preliminary 
enquiry, there is prima facie reason to think that the 
workman was at fault, a chargesheet setting the details of 
allegations and the likely evidence may be issued without 
offending against any principle of justice and fair play. The 
Honble Supreme Court has emphasised that a workman 
may be issued chargesheet if prima fade it is found on the 
basis of preliminary inquiry that the workman is at fault but 
it should be ensured that the chargesheet may be issued to 
such workman without offending against any prindple of 
justice and fair play. The law cited by the representative for 
the management is of no help to them as the above law 
nowhere provides that a workman can be placed under 
suspension or can be issued chargesheet without providing 
any opportunity of hearing to such a workman against 
whom disdplinaiy action is under contemplation. The 
tribunal has carefully scrutinise the materials available 
before the enquiry officer and find that there is no such 
document on record which may indicate that either before 
placing the workman under suspension or before issuance 
of chargesheet to the delinquent employee any explanation 
was called from him or that the management held any 
preliminary inquiry regarding incident of 12-1 -88 which is 
the basis of issuance of chargesheet against the delinquent 
employee. In this way the law (supra) cited by the 
representative for the management instead of supporting 
the case of the management, support the case of the 
workman with full swing. Under these circumstances and 
relying upon the law laid down above it is held that the 
delinquent employee was not afforded adequate 
opportunity of being heard by the management before he 
was placed under suspension and before initiation of 
disciplinary action after issuance of charge sheet. It is also 
settled principle of law that no one should be condemned 
unheard. From this point of view I do not find much weight 
in the arguments advanced by the representative for the 
management that the charges levelled against the 
delinquent employee warranted immediate suspension and 
chargesheeting him and that there is no principle which 
compels the management to seek explanation from the 
delinquent employee before suspending or chargesheeting 
him. This argument of the representative for the 
management cannot be accepted at all because it is well 
settled law that at least an opportunity of being heard is 
must for an employee in a disciplinary case where extreme 
penalty like Economic Death is likely to be imposed upon a 
workman if the misconduct stands proved against him. 
Moreover heaven would not have fallen over the head of 
the management in case they would have provided an 
opportunity to the delinquent employee to place his stand 
before the management/disciplinary authority. Under 
disciplinary rules it is well recognize rule that the disciplinary 
authority is highly obliged to first seek explanation of the 
delinquent employee on the allegations of misconduct 
and then to consider the same with open mind and on 
consideration of the explanation tendered by the delinquent 
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employee if the disciplinary authority is of the opinion that 
there is a need to initiate domestic inquiry against such 
employee in that event either he himself can proceed with 
the inquiry or can appoint some inquiry officer to find out 
whether or not charges levelled against the delinquent 
employee stands proved. This basic principle in the instant 
case have badly been flouted by the management opposite 
party when it chosen to proceed against the delinquent 
employee straightway without providing him any 
opportunity to explain his defence before the disciplinary 
authority. 

21 The above view of the tribunal further finds 
support from the law cited by the Hon'ble Supreme Court 
of India in the case of State of Punjab versus VK. Khanna, 
2(X)0. Lab I.C. decided on 30>11-2000. The Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in paras 21 and 34 has held as under: 

It is well settled in service jurisprudence that the 
authority has to apply his mind upon receipt of reply 
to the chargesheet or show cause as the case may 
be, as to whether a further enquiry is called for. In the 
event upon deliberations and due considerations it 
is in the affirmative, the enquiry follows but not 
otherwise. Thus w here even before reply was filed 
bv the delinquent Chief Secretary to the chargesheet 
issued against him, the Chief Minister made an 
announcement appointing an enquiry officer to go 
into the charges, thus indicating its mindset that the 
inquiry shall proceed irrespective of the reply it cannot 
be said that the attitude of the authorities towards 
the del inquent was free and fair. 

The facts and circumstances of the law' cited above 
are quite analogous to the facts and circumstances of the 
case in hand in which the disciplinary authority without 
considering the explanation of the delinquent employee 
appointed inquiry' officer thus indicating its mindset that 
inquiry shall proceed irrespective of the reply, therefore, it 
cannot be said that the attitude of the disciplinary authority 
towards the delinquent employee was free and fair. It is 
contended by management that during the course of 
conducting domestic inquiry, the enquiry officer had 
followed the rules.of natural justice by providing the 
delinquent employee every opportunity of his defence in 
the inquiry, but if it is accepted it is true that the same 
cannot be allowed to improve the infirmities committed by 
the disciplinary' authority in placing the delinquent 
employee under suspension and initiating the disciplinary 
action by appointing enquiry officer without considering 
the reply of the delinquent employee against his 
suspension or against chargesheet issued to him. 
Accordingly it is held that the management has miserably 
failed before the tribunal to substantiate its stand that the 
workman was provided adequate opportunity of being 
heard by the disciplinary authority in the matter. 

22. Next it has been contended by the workman's 
authorised representative that the delinquent employee 


was the General Secretary of the Association and was 
ventilating the grievances of the union members before 
the authorities of the management which annoyed the 
management and as a result of which the management bank 
by way of adopting unfair labour practice singled out the 
workman with sole intention to victimize him by way of 
imposing extreme punishment of dismissal from bank’s 
service. It has also been contended by the authorised 
representative for the workman that due to annoyance, the 
management have filed certain criminal cases before the 
competent court of law wherein alongwith delinquent 
employee several other members of the union have been 
accused by the management. It has also been argued by 
the representative for the workman that as the workman 
was the active trade union member and the workman was 
staging demonstration before the management in support 
of their demands or against illegal decisions of the 
management, the management of the bank was adamant to 
eliminate the trade union activities and in furtherance of 
the same the workman has been sacked. On the contrary it 
has been argued by the representative for the management 
that there is no nexus of the arguments advanced by the 
authorised representative for the workman with the alleged 
misconduct and the management was having every right 
to proceed departmentallv against the delinquent employee 
and if management proceeded departmentallv against the 
employee having regard to the gravity of misconduct, the 
same cannot amount that the workman has been victimized 
due to his trade union activities. 

23. It is a very serious point and has to be dealt with 
more cautious having regard to the different provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Under the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, trade union activities in 
industrial organisations have been given due regard with a* 
view to maintain bargaining powers and also with a view to 
maintain peace and harmony and good industrial relations 
between the workmen and the management. There is no 
doubt that management bank is an Industry within the 
meaning of section 2(j) and there is also no dispute about 
the fact that the instant case is an Industrial Dispute within 
the meaning of Sec. 2-A of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
What are the Unfair Labour Practices under the provisions 
of the Act, have been detailed under the FIFTH SCHEDULE 
with reference to sec. 2(ra) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
1947, of which sub item (f) of Item No. 4 describes 
discharging office bearer or active members of the trade 
union on account of their trade union activities as Unfair 
Labour Practice. Further Item No. 5 defines unfair labour 
practice as to discharge or dismiss workmen :— 

(a) by way of victimization; 

(b) not in good faith, but in the colourable exercise 
of the employer's rights; 

(c) by falsely implicating a workman in a criminal 
case on false evidence or on concocted evidence; 
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(d) for patently false reasons; 

(e) on untrue or trumped up allegations of absence 
without leave; 

(0 in utter disregard of the principles of natural 
justice in the conduct of domestic enquiry or 
with undue haste; 

(g) for misconduct of a minor or technical character, 
without having regard to the nature of the 
particular misconduct or the past record or 
serv ice of the workman, thereby leading *o 
disproportionate punishment. 

As said,earlier it has come in the evidence as well as 
in the chargesheet that certain court cases were pending 
and a date of hearing was fixed as 13-1-88. in which certain 
employees of the bank alongwith delinquent employee 
were made accused by the management bank. M.W. 1 
Mr. P K. Seth has confirmed thisfacti^his ev idence when 
he stated before the inquiry that the^bank has initiated 
some court cases against his employees. Witness has also 
confirmed that during the month of January’. 88 there was a 
dale of hearing in the court. Witness has also confirmed 
the fact that the bank allowed officials to attend the court 
cases without presentation of any leave. The authorised 
representative for the workman, before holding the domestic 
inquiry as vitiated by the tribunal, has filed certified 
photocopy of the complaint fifed by the management bank 
in the court of Chief Metropolitan Magistrate. Kanpur, 
which was numbered as case No. 5807/79 reference of which 
also finds place in the chargesheet dated 27-1-88, The 
complaint case was filed under section 36-AD of the Banking 
Regulations Act read with Section 12t)-B, I,P.C. This 
document indicates that S/Sri Jagdish Prasad Chaudhary. 
Bachclioo Lai Mishra. Ram Chandra Singh. Ramesh 
Chandra Srivastava. Anshu Kumar Bajpai. Than Singh that 
all these persons were the employees of the opposite party 
bank, and have been made accused by the opposite party 
bank, and were working in different departments of the 
bank. Both parties to the litigation pending before Chief 
Metropolitan Magistrate. Kanput, were free to attend the 
court case without obtaining prior permission. Under these 
circumsiances. tribunal fails to understand as to what 
prompted to Mr. Bachchoo Lai to take permission from 
M. W. 1 on the pretext that 13-1 -88 is the date of hearing in 
the court and he should not be marked late as he will directly 
go to attend the court case. It appears that Mr. Bachchoo 
Lai had fallen in the hands of the management in planting a 
concocted and false case against the delinquent employee. 
From the chargesheet it appears that not only against the 
delinquent employee management has leveled serious 
al legations but has also leveled serious allegations against 
Mr. Bachchoo Lai and Mr. Than Singh who were the 
employees of the bank. If according to the report of inquiry 
officer charges stands proved against the delinquent 
employee it cannot be said or presumed at all in the facts 


and circumstances of the case that the charges cannot be 
said to have been proved against Sri Bachchoo Lai and 
Than Singh on the basis of evidence of the management 
still no action against these two employees of the bank 
who are alleged to be involved in a serious misconduct of 
abusing management staff was taken by the management 
bank. No satisfactory explanation was advanced by the 
representative for the management in this regard. Therefore, 
the tribunal is not inclined to believe the fact that on 
12-1-88 Bachchoo Lai could have come to M. W. 1 Mr. P. K. 
Seth with request not to mark late on 13-1-88 in the 
attendance register. Tribunal having regard to facts and 
circumstances of the case is of the firm view that 
Mr. Bachchoo Lai and Than Singh who have been named 
in the chargesheet were instrumental to the whims of the 
management and have been used as a sharp edged weapon 
to victimize the delinquent employee on account of his 
trade union activities by way of planting a false and 
^concocted case on the basil of which disciplinary action 
could be taken against the delinquent employee. Had 
Mr. Bachchoo Lai and Mr. Than Singh been not used as a 
sharp edged weapon and had they been not instrumental 
at the behest of the management bank, they could not 
have been absolved by the management bank and they 
could also been dealt by the manageihent suitably by taking 
disciplinary action against these employees of the bank. 
The management allowed them in the service of the bank 
and also al lowed them to retire from the service of the bank 
without any disciplinary action against them shows mala 
fide, bias attitude of management and also express the 
mind of the authorities concerned clouded with bias against 
the delinquent employee. This act on the part of the 
management is highly arbitrary and discriminatory and is 
not sustainable in the eye of law. Accordingly, it is held 
that the action of the management in removing the workman 
from the service of the bank is nothing but colourable 
exercise of managerial powers under the garb of Unfair 
Labour Practice as once mentioned earlier is held that the 
allegations of chargesheet to the effect that Mr. Bachchoo 
Lai at about 12.30 p.m. approached Mr. P. K, Seth on 
12-1 -88 has been found false and fabricated for the reasons 
that Mr. Bachchoo Lai and Mr. Than Singh were found to 
instrumental at the hands of the management for planting 
a false case against the delinquent employee, tribunal also 
find no truth in the allegations that the delinquent employee 
alongw ith Bachchoo Lai had approached the M. W. 1 at 
about 5.30 p.m. on 12-1-88 to disguss the matter of late 
marking. 

24. It has come in the evidence of Mr. P K. Seth that 
on 13-1-88 some understanding arrived at between the 
delinquent employee and M. W. 1 and both have signed 
the document marked as Ext. M. 6. When Ext. M, 6 was 
produced before the enquiry officer by the management 
representative for confirmation of the fact as to whether 
Ext. M. 6 bears the signature of the delinquent employee. It 
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may be pointed out that management wanted to prove the 
signature on this document through Panna Lai who 
appeared as D. W. 2 before the enquiry officer. Soon after 
the representative for the workman raised a serious 
objection over this document stating that this document 
Ext. M. 6 is a forged one and cannot be made part of the 
inquiry. Even D. W. 2 has expressed his ignorance about 
the signature of the delinquent over Ext. M. 6 by stating 
that he could not understand as to by whom Ext. M. 6 has 
been signed. This reply of the D. W. 2 was to a question 
put before him by the presenting officer to the effect that 
the delinquent employee is the general secretary of the 
association and he might have been issuing different 
circulars on behalf of the union under his signatures. 
Thereafter defence was closed by the enquiry officer on 
the request of defence representative. 

25. From the inquiry proceedings dated 10-12-90 it is 
quite clear that the enquiry officer suo moto called M W. 1 
for his re-examination on the document Ext. M. 6. M. W. 1 
has confirmed before the enquiry officer that he and R. C. 
Srivastava had signed the document Ext. M. 6 in the bank 
on 13-1-98 in the evening at 5.00 p.m. M. W. 1 also stated 
before the enquiry officerthat his signatures over document 
Ext. M. 6 was taken by Mr. R. C. Srivastava by using force 
and threatening. If according to M. W. 1, this document 
was got signed by him by using force from the delinquent 
employee in the banking hours on 13-1 -88 at 5.00 p.m. why 
witness did not raise objection or reported the matter then 
and there to senior officers of the bank in writing. This act 
on the part of the delinquent employee was certainly an act 
of serious nature and the tribunal failed to understand the 
situation from the evidence of M. W. 1 as to why there is 
no mention of it in the chargesheet which was issued to 
the delinquent employee as late as on 27-1-88. Non mention 
of the fact about the force used by the delinquent employee 
in the chargesheet dated 27-1-88 in obtaining signatures of 
M. W. 1 over document Ext. M. 6 casts a grave doubt about 
the statement of M. W. 1. In his cross-examination held on 
10-12-90 before the domestic inquiry witness admitted the 
fact that he was not having any copy of Ext. M. 6 and the 
same was handedover to the management the same day on 
13-1-88 but strange enough to point out that despite that 
management failed to incorporate the incident of 13-1 -88 in 
the chargesheet. To specific question put by the defence 
representative during the course of his cross-examination, 
before the M. W. 1 as to why he has not narrated this fact 
before the inquiry officer when his examination in chief 
started from earlier stage, the witness replied that the 
delinquent employee told him that he himself will put 
document Ext. M. 6, before the inquiry. Point for 
consideration that arises here is as to why delinquent 
employee will tell to M. W. 1 P. K. Seth that he himself will 
produce the document M. 6, before the inquiry, especially 
when on 13 -1 -88 neither arty inquiry against the delinquent 
employee was pending nor was under contemplation. This 


clearly goes to establish the fact that the testimony of 
M. W. 1 is far from truth and he has not narrated the correct 
facts before inquiry about the incident of 13-1-88 when it is 
alleged by M.W. 1 that Ext. M. 6 was got signed by him 
from Sri R C. Srivastava by using force and threat. It further 
goes to support the case of the workman that he was 
victimized due to his trade union activities. It is settled 
principle of law that when any material document is 
disputed no reliance can be placed on such document by 
the judicial or quasi judicial authorities Unless the same is 
duly proved by the other side. In the instant case when 
defence side has disputed the fact that document M. 6 is 
forged one and that the signatures of the delinquent 
employee over this document have been forged, the same 
could not have been proved by the M. W. 1 who was 
interested person and also before placing reliance over 
M. 6, management ought to have obtained hand writing 
expert’s opinion on this document to establish the fact that 
actually this document bears the signatures of the 
delinquent employee. It is settled preposition of law' that 
the disputed document cannot be exhibited during the 
course of inquiry judicial or quasi judicial. M. W. 1 Sri P. K. 
Seth before the inquiry has clarified that the understanding 
as alleged related to the alleged incident took place in the 
night of 12-1-88. 

26. The enquiry officer in his findings at page 32 
while dealing Ext M. 6 letter dated 13-1-88 has recorded a 
clear cut finding that the delinquent employee had told to 
M. W. 1 that he himself will produce Ext. M. 6 before the 
inquiry' and when the delinquent employee failed to do so 
he had produced this letter. From the inquiry proceedings 
dated 10-12-91, it is quite obvious that Ext. M. 6 was 
produced before the inquiry by the presenting officer 
himself before D. W. 2 Panna Lai from whom presenting 
officer wanted to get proved the signatures of the 
delinquent employee over Ext. M. 6. At the cost of reiteration 
tribunal is again of the view' that when neither any 
disciplinary action was pending nor was under 
contemplation, why the delinquent employee will tell to 
M. W. 1 P. K. Seth that he will produce letter dated, 
13-1-88 before the inquiry. Moreover, there appears great 
variance in the stand of the management Ext. M. 6. Had 
actually Ext M. 6 been genuine and existing on 13-1-88 and 
according to the own admission of M. W. 1 Mr. P. K. Seth 
that Ext. 6 was handedover to the management on 13-1 -88 
how Ext. M. 6 came in possession ofM. W. 1 who according 
to the inquiry findings produced the same before the 
inquiry. Moreover, Ext. M. 6 had already been filed on the 
record of the inquiry by the presenting officer during the 
course of cross-examination of D. W. 2 before the enquiry 
officer. From this point of view the tribunal is not in 
agreement with the findings of the inquiry officer on this 
point that Ext. M. 6 was produced by M. W. 1 and no 
reliance could have been placed over document Ext. M. 6 
by the Enqui ry Officer for arriving at a conclusion that the 
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incident of using of abusive language and manhandling 
by the delinquent employee took place in the night of 
12-1-88 as alleged in the chargesheet dated 27-1-88. It is 
further pointed out that the said alleged document was 
produced after the defence evidence was concluded. 
Apparently no opportunity to workman was provided to 
defend himself after re-examination of M. W. 1 Sri Sethby 
the E. O. The said document even accepted in evidence 
cannot be made the sole basis for arriving at the conclusion 
to hold the workman guilty of the charges levelled against 
him when the genuinness of the same has been seriously 
assailed by the workman during enquiry proceedings. 
Further the content of the said disputed settlement 
Ext. M. 6 as alleged, it does not relates to the allegedinddent 
of the manhandling but it relate to some other family affairs 
which are not the subject matter of enquiry. The contents 
of the said document nowhere throws light, nevertheless, 
to prove the alleged incident of assault which totally 
negatives the conclusion arrived at and recorded by the 
E O No other reliable evidence to connect the workman 
with the alleged incident mentioned in the charge sheet is 
found in the enquiry proceedings, therefore, there is no 
evidence worth the name to connect the workman with the 
alleged charges. 

27. Now it will be seen as to whether or not on the 
basis of evidence recorded by the prosecution side as well 
as from the side of the defence before the inquiry, the 
alleged charges against the workman stands proved or 
not 

28 Having carefully scrutinized the evidences of the 
above witnesses, it is concluded that M. W. 2 and M. W 3 
have not corroborated the evidence of M. W. 1 Mr. Seth to 
the effect that the workman had manhandled with him and 
slapped himas a result ofwhichthe.spectacles ofM. W. 1 
broken on 12-1 -88. It has also come in evidence before the 
inquiry that M. W. 1 did not inform any one regarding the 
alleged incident. Even this fact has also been admitted by 
him in his evidence. M. W. 2 has stated inhis evidence that 
m the night 12-1 -88 he received telephonic call from M. W. 
3 Mr. Sharma at about 10.00 p.m. and upon hearing him he 
asked him to cool down and the matter will be discussed in 
the morning of IT-1-88. Nowhere in his evidence M. W. 2 
has narrated the fact as to over what matter discussions 
were held between him and M. W 3. Therefore, the evidence 
of M. W. 2 is of no help to the prosecution as from the 
evidence of M. W. 2 it is not established that the workman 
either had used abusive language or had manhandled 
Mr P. K. Seth in the night of 12-1 -88 at about 9.00 p.m. 

29. Mr. Arun Shanna M. W. 3, in his evidence has 
stated that he was present in the office on 12-1-88 at about 
9.00 p.m. He also admitted the factthat on 12-1-88 he had 
permitted D. W. 1 Shyam Bahadur Chowkidar to leave 
branch at about 8.45 p.m. as some guests were present at 
his home M. W. 3 further stated that the workman, 


Mr. Bachchoo Lai, Than Singh alongwith an outsider 
entered in the bank hall. They were under the influence of 
alcohol upto such extent that their legs were staggering 
and even they were not able to walk properly. They were 
walking with the help of chairs and tables. All of them were 
abusing the management staff and shouting loudly. M. W. 
3 also admitted the presence of M. W. 1 at about 9.00 on 
2 - 1 - 88 . M W. .3 further admitted that he tried to pacify 
these persons. He also stated that after switching off the 
bank he closed the doors and went to deposit the keys at 
the residence of Assistant Manager (Operations). Witness 
also admitted the fact that he heard Bachao Bachao but 
this witness in his evidence had nowhere stated the fact 
that he saw the delinquent emp loyee manhandling Mr. P K. 
Seth. Witness admitted the fact that while going to home at 
the petrol pump he asked about the spectacles of M. W. 1, 
then M W 1 narrated that he had been manhandled by the 
delinquent employee. Witness also admitted the fact that 
at about 10.00 p.m. he had a discussion with M. W 2 over 
telephone but had not stated as to what were the 
discussions held between him and M. W. 2. M. W. 3 has 
also admitted in his evidence that officials ofthe bank 
including Mr. B. M. Sikka were residing in the bank’s 
compound. If according to this witness he had heard 
Bachao Bachao the voice of the M. W. 1, why other 
employees of the bank residing in the bank compound not 
came out from their residence. M. W. 3 in his evidence has 
made some other allegations against the delinquent 
employee which do not find place in the allegations of 
charges just with a view to increase the gravity of alleged 
charges. It could not be believed at all that the voice of 
Bachao Bachao could have been heard only by M W. 3 
and the same could not have been heard by the residents 
ofthe bank compound. This creates great doubt about the 
incident of manhandling by the delinquent employee with 
M.W1 Mr. P. K. Seth, and also creates doubt that they 
were actually present in the bank at about 9.00 on 12-1-88 
wheninddent is alleged to have taken place. 

30 M. W 1 inhis evidence has admitted the fad that 
he was present in the bank on 12-1-88 at about 9.00 p.m. He 
saw four persons entered in the bank hall. Out of them only 
three persons were known to him they were Bachchoo Lai, 
Than Singh and Mr. R C. Srivastava and the fourth one 
was not known to him being an outsider. He has further 
admitted that while he was switching off the light of his 
department, these persons were shouting and abusing 
badly to the management staff. They were also in a drunken, 
stage and they were not able to walk freely Their legs were 
staggering and they were moving with the help of tables 
and chairs. This witness has also stated some other 
allegations in his statement which were not the part ofthe 
alleged allegations of charges with a to enlarge the gravity 
of the allegations. Witness also admitted that delinquent 
employee and others were tried to be pacified by him and 
Mr. Aran Sharma. Witness further stated that when 
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Mr. Aran Sharma moved to deposit the keys at the residence 
of Mr. Sikka, Asstt. Manager, situated inbank’s compound, 
Mr. Srivastava (delinquent employee) pulled his tie and 
slapped him as result of which his spectacles was broken 
and lie received bnuse mthe left eye. Blood also came out. 
Witness also admitted that he did not inform the incident 
to any body. Witness also admitted that the delinquent 
employee tendered apology for the incident in the presence 
of M W. 3 Mr Aran Sharma. During the course of his 
cross examination, this witness has put a suggestion from 
the defence side that witness M. W. 1 was made an escape- 
goat by the management to falsely implicate Sri R. C. 
Srivastava as he was the General Secretary of the 
Association which position he still holds to which witness 
replied that nothing false whatever I have stated is correct. 
To an another question put by the defence representative 
to this witness in his cross examination that on 12-1 -88 the 
day of the alleged incident, you and Mr. Aran Sharma, 
M. W. 3 left the bank at 7.30 p.m. as you had to join a 
cocktail party at a club and both of you took drinks and 
thereafter as directed by the management you both planted 
a false story to get Sn Srivastava involved, and be victimized 
as he was the General Secretary of GBSA, Kanpur, but you 
did not report the matter to the police to register the false 
case as you both were heavily drank. In reply it was stated 
by the witness that it is totally incorrect and what ever, 
incident has happened only that he has said. 

31. D. W. 1 is Shyam Bahadur, Chowkidar of the bank. 
In his examination in chief witness has admitted that on 
12-1 -88 he was on duty froth 1.30 p.m. to 9.00 p.m. On a 
specific question put by defence representative as to 
whether witness was present on duty throughout the day. 
Reply was in affirmative. Regarding his duty witness stated 
that he used to go the gate and took the keys from the 
previous person and sec the locks and also check whether 
there is stick and sit at the gate and guard the premises. 
Regarding duty on 12-1 -88 witness stated that once work 
is over in the bank he is called for closing the doors and 
windows and then close the main gate and leave the keys 
in bungalow where there is a provision for depositing the 
key in the box. Witness stated that on 12-1-88 lie was called 
at about 8.45 p.m. and closed the doors after persons left 
the bank. Witness also admitted that inside the bank he 
used to switch off the lights. On that day Mr. Sharma called 
him. Witness denied the presence of Mr. R. C. Srivastava 
and also did not see any one fighting on 12-1-88. 

32 In his cross examination D. W. 1 stated that 
Mr R. C. Srivastava is known to himffombefore his joining 
the bank and further stated that his father was the employee 
of the bank and witness used to visit the residence of the 
employee concern. Due to love and affection he used to 
visit at the residence of the employee concern. 

33. D. W. 2 Mr. PannaLal who was residing mthe 
bank compound has stated that he saw D. W. 1 Shyam 
Baliadur closing the portico gate on 12-1-88 at while going 


to chewing thebeatle at about 8.40 p.m. On being asked by 
this witness fromD W. 1 whether bank has been closed he 
replied in affirmative. In his cross examination D W. 2 has 
admitted that on 12-1-88 he was working as head peon in 
the bank. This witness in his cross examination has further 
admitted that after hearing the news at 8.45 he went out to 
take pan. Witness has further admitted that while he was 
returning from taking pan he saw the chowkidar closing 
big gate of the bank. 

34. From the above evidence of the witnesses of 
both sides the mam question for determination which arises 
for consideration is as to whether on 12-1-88 chowkidar 
had closed the bank at relevant time of the bank was closed 
by the witness M. W. 3 Mr. Arun Sharma. Mr. Aran Sharma 
in his evidence has clearly stated that he allowed the 
chowkidai on 12-1-88 to leave the bank at about 8.45 p.m. 
as there were some guests at the house of D. W 1 chowkidar 
Shyam Bahadur, whereas this fact has been denied by 
D. W. 1 in his evidence where he deposed that on 12-1-88 
he was present on his duty w.e.f. 1.30 p.m. to 9.00 p.m. and 
that at about 8.45 p .m. he was called to switch off the lights 
and to close the bank. He further stated that after closing 
the bank he dropped the keys of the lock at the place where 
provision was made at the residence of Asstt. Manager in 
the bank compound. This statement has been corroborated 
by D. W. 2 who stated that he saw r Shyam Bahadur 
chowkidar locking the main gate of the bank at about 
9.30 p.m. while returning from taking pan. D. W. 1 has also 
denied having any incident taking place on 12-1-88. The 
evidence of M. W. 3 that he switched off the light of the 
bank and locked the bank and went to deposit the keys at 
the residence of the Asstt. Manager in the bank compound 
on 12-1-88 at about 9.00 p.m. is not supported by any 
independent witness. As it has already been held by the 
tribunal that M W. I is the interested witness and on other 
points his evidence was not found correct by the tribunal 
his testimony that M. W 3 went to deposit the keys at the 
residence of the Manager onl2-l-88 at about 9.00 p.m. 
cannot be believed. The enquiry officer has discarded the 
evidence of D. W. 1 without any corroborative evidence 
on the ground that lie is close to the delinquent employee 
hence is interested to save him cannot be accepted at all 
Atleast enquiry officer should have applied its mind as to 
why he should tell a lie. From the attendance register 
produced before the inquiry it is clear that there is mention 
of timing from 1.30 p.m. to 9.00 p.m. against the name of 
D. W. 1 and this fact too has been admitted by M. W. 3. 
M. W. 3 could not explain satisfactoiy reason as to when 
he allowed D. W. 1 to leave the bank at about 8.45 p.m. then 
why he permitted the D. W. I to mark timing as 9.00 p.m. in 
the column meant for sign off. M. W. 3 ha's not stated 
anything in his evidence regarding alleged incident of 
12-1-88, who was of formal nature. The reasons given by the 
enquiry officer discarding the evidence of D. W. 2 also cannot 
be accepted. Further the finding recorded by the enquiry 
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officer that the memorandum dated 13-1-88 Ext. 6 goes to 
establish the fact that incident as alleged in the charge 
sheet took place in the night of 12-1-88 also cannot be hold 
good in view of challenge that Ext. M. 6 is a forged document 
and that the signatures of the delinquent employee over 
this document has been denied and also document no. Ext. 
M. 6 has not been proved by the management bank during 
the course of inquiry. 

3 5. In view of over all appraisal of the evidence and 
material available before the enquiry officer, the tribunal 
hold that the management bank has miserably failed to 
establish the charges against the delinquent employee. 
Tribunal is further of the opinion that all the officers of the 
bank named in the inquiry have roped in the delinquent 
employee by planting false case of misconduct with the 
help of Mr. Bachehoo LalMishca and Than Singh employees 
of the b ank with a view to victimize him on account of his 
Trade Union activities by adopting colourable exercise of 
managerial powers. If it was not so why disciplinary actions 
were not taken by the management bank against 
Mr Bachehoo Lai Mishra and Than Singh against whom 
senous allegations have been levelled in the charge sheet 
dated27-l-88 issued to the delinquent employee. Tribunal 
further finds that the delinquent employee has been singled 
out in the matter of award of punishment which is highly 
discriminatory and shows that the delinquent employee 
has become the victim of the whims of the management. 

3 6 Tribunal is further of the opinion that the enquiry 
findings are perverse and suffers from infirmities apparent 
on the face of the enquiry proceedings which cannot be 
made basis for awarding punishment of dismissal from the 
service to the delinquent employee by the disciplinary 
autliority/iiianagement Bank. 

37. In view of above discussions, it is held that the 
action of the management of ANZ Gryndlays Bank Pic. 
Kanpur (Now known as Standard Chartered Bank, Kanpur), 
in dismissing Sri R. C. Srivastava from service w.ef. 
22-8-91 is neither justified nor legal. Consequently the 
workman is entitled to be reinstated in service with full 
back wages, seniority and all consequential benefits 
attached with the post. 

38. Reference is answered accordingly. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
^ fevft, 5 2006 
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Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Western. Railway and 
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Government on 04-10-2006. 

[No. L-41025/4/2006-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

itwjh 

riterririr %. 7 pm, stk. mm. A. rb. 

WT sFPPTT : aft/^./ff^(k/2/2002 
: 17-1-02 

UfiU : 'UTTTf RrifcR, 9FT -hAri- 9, 3^ Rjcvi) % apffyT fftsR) 33 
(23)/86-^ril-I (^t-n^ft) 87RP7FOT 

T^THFrffef 3T(^T33(23)/86~ «fiR. I(^.-IIiff.) 
( 3TT t ) iW 20-12-01 

AfcpT3ErFfayT7T 10( 1 X M 
• 3TWPTR 1947 

Mm . 

tdt -m fttat ‘trtff ^Nrrff 

rb. iff, iff % Ttm, ffrirw -st, \ 

-tnfff strips 

-aTRlfft Ti ffl 

anprif pff afa : 9lt TFTfffpPT 9lrfch 

3Tffffff44: 3-08-06 

PRcT RC6K, 9R HUloRl, 3^ f^cvil HRf anff a<w 
anffTT f^. 1987 &R1 affrit-TTR, 

1947 (f^ ^ ^ ^ 

%TRT 10 (1 )(^) 

^ affiffffnrinff tpfffad fffrpT mi *n, pppri 

afeff. ^TFTTfq^TVT/% fcevft *fff M arrff?T 





[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)j 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER28,2006/KAKTIKA 6,1928 


9090 


ft. 20 12 01 ^FRIlfFFR'JI c^r FfFftftqpt TFHlZlftd 

fFTFTFFT : — 

11 FFT %z4 fcft % FFFFF Fit Ft FF ^IFR WtTZ 

f4fk Fit fdFiHd F FRF aftT Z7T% TFTF FT ZFFlt 
R 2-5-1977 4t FFTFT FTFt Fit FIFfFT^t ^F 3?fr 

^FTtf^rt ? Fft Flff., cTT FFfFcT FFfFITT fFRT 3RRTtF FIT 

Twrf?” 

2. ZFF V3^rr Tf^ror FRTF# RTT ^TTFTfFFRF Fit FTFT 
FT FFtFRT ZFTRT WFlff Fit TJFFT ftfFFF FF ft FfRt Fit 

ffT r 

3 . FTFf ^teO^^HKF^sFTTF^F^iA'ri^Ti^F 

ff Ff 3tfFFlfFTT fFRTT FFT f ftl Rif SIFT Ft ft#3RF £RT f#7 
25 10 -72 FfFFT%?F^fF^TiFFT T TFT FTFFT 

7Rt 4 FtfdFT ^ftZFRi FT^H %TZFfeft/3tmF4£%3TFtF 
1 -5 -11 dF WF4t ^TFFTF %71TFFlft fFRTT FI I FTFf^ ftftFI 
25-10-72 3 24-10-73 %RFT WMK FRt FRFRF 240 ftd 4 
Ft FffaFI FFF FFT FITF FR %FT FI, dFlft ZF ft'dTFI 2-5-77 
ft TFFT FtfZF 31FFT FtfZF FcFT F ftz4t FIT F3TTFW ftR fftfT ff 
RFFI FRftFT FFT FtftFT ^ffFfWT Fit FTTT 25-RFT%fFFTft f ( 
RF% FtftRFfl 7Rl4 FfdF! ^FfFF FKlffl^ Fit7^1 ff ftFfFrl FR 
ftFT W, FffWT 7j4t FIT FFTRTF F# fFRTT FFT fttftr 3ftft. 
fZFFf % Tprq 76 F 77 Fit FRRrdHI f I FTFf %"£RT 120 ftF 
RTFTFTT FTTF RRT FIt 4 % ZFTTcT Ft fFFffft FddHH 3RpiR 
RiTFT TT% FIT ^FFTF Fff fFRTT FFT ftt ftl twff Fit OTF^cRF 
t! 3TRT 4 Fpftl FlfFFT f fFTFPTf Fit ZFF FFIR 4 ftFT 1} RZ1FT 
FTFT 3i j!Fd FF 3T^F FtfFF FRTf fR fwft 7FRRf %pj ^ 
TTFTF RITFf TTf^F T^FI ^RFlfFcT FT^ FIT OT^TTtF FFIF 
FT^t i ftR i 

4. 3RTT?Tf fr#HF, Fit FR ^ F#T FIT FFTF FTFF 
FR^^F? yfddld fFFTRFltfFIFTFt 25-10-72 F-HlfiFT 

fPrAh, 3?m Fitz % 3i fH 3rfRff fFffi % ^ 

31FTT F5IFTF f 3R ^ FTRJ FTT^ FTFt Ft <F r TTFR FPt FRt fFTFT 
TR%T7 F? FR-FTFI FfFFT FIT RFf FRT FR^ FU 3lfFFTlft Fff 
FT i 3TFt FR Ft 3TfFFTf?TT 1%Ff FFT t % FTFt FIT I F FT F F 
fT 29-4 -76 ^ 28-5-76 FFT RFI FTR % %R Mf-FRR % 
F^cT FT ; FTFT %FTFt Ft 240 f^FFFTRRMR f^- 25-10-72 ^ 
24-10 -73 FFT Fit 3TFfF FlPt F^P tFRTT I FTFf RFF ft 
T. 21 12-72 Tt .21 1-73 FFT 32 f^TF 28-3-73 ^7 -5-73 
FFI^O fFFR TFF fFFT fFRlt TFT'fifd % FIRf ^ 3l^HfTFcT TRT it 
FFJ FK ^ Ft FfF-FtF Fipf ^ FRJRfFTT fftrTT T^T 11 ^TT 
RF7R FTFf ^ FIFt Ft 3TFTFf D4 mF % HFt^FT ^ RFTTFR 
240 Iff FFT FFT T’f Frft fFRTT ^nfeTR F^ 3Tf>ifRFFTFFfF FlT^ 
ATJcflF FIT 3lfFFITTt F^f t I FTFf % RRTRT ^ 3ft. fF. fwif % 
IfFcT 76 F 77 Fit Fftf 31FtFFF F^f Fit FFT I R[fFr RTF? % 240 
iRF FFT rlFltTTT FIRT Fft fFRTT ^RrTR Flf^ FtfZF 3?«TFT FtfzTT 


%F ^JFcTFT 'ftFT ^TTFT 3TIFFFFT Flff TWT ^ I RFI 3RF FtFFI 
FKlftT5 Flt'dFTF N TRtF^3irFF^^TTFT T ?fFRFtFFt 4f 
FFtfFT FFitfFF Fo^zt ^TF 31^^ FtfFF FR f^FT FFT FT, 
fFTRJ FlfOd, FTcTJT £TF ZTt RF: TFllfdO Fl4zt 4t FRF 
FT^ RTT^ FT fFFp5R 4f feTFT FFT t 3RT FRfFT Fit FFt t fFI 
3fTFt FIT F^F tFTMT P %fFFRT #T % FFqF fFIFT W^ | 

5. FTFf Fit 3pR ft ^TFT^FRTFTF Ft FT^cT %FT FFT f 
f^RFf'F^F ^ Ff% TRFf Ft H ^dTI^Rt F<ct fF SIFTFf %^TFTF 
T^ F^ FIT FfFFTF fFIFT FFT f 3lfr F^ 3lfFFlfFF %FT t fFI 
Wt 3FTTFf %FF fFFfRR ff 240lFFFF rIOIdK FIT^FR fRTFT 
FFFTfFZ^T fFFT 3rfijfFFF Fit FTTT 25-RF7, Fff ; tt=f% FTFFTFf 
FtFfRTFT fFni^FT^^ZTf^FTt^itdl^fFFt, ZFTTFTFeTTFf 
Tlf^TT "FFT ff TpfRFTfFF FIT 31^ffTF F^TTF fFTFT 'RIFt I 

6. FTFf % FRF 4 RTF Fit F 3TFTFf fdFMF Fit 3itl F 
Ft FRT. FF^FFR, TRFITeftd R 4t 3lt, ^t FIR TTR. Ft FTtfW 
FRFTFTFFT% I FSIFFTt Fit 3lR ft (letTatF TTT4F FT FT^F Fit FFt 

tl 

7. FWtt Fit FRF Tpft FFt, FFIFcft FT ZFeRF fFTfelT 
FFTT., TTT^F F TTTFFt FIT iFTFptFi Ff^ffeH fFRTT FFT I 

8. FTFf^TTl4FFFF^F4ltfFIFT1%3FTTFf%31FtF 
Pt 25-10-72 ^T 24-10-73 % F^F 292 f^T FIFt FR ff?TFT t 

3TFfF‘4' 120f^FRTFTFRFtFRt FtFRRTtt ^ofeiU FF 
3TFTFf RTTFT 4' fZFFT^FR 3TTFTFt RRff (Temporary Status) 
FTFT FR^ FIT 3lfFFTTft t 3fR iFFfFR #T FIT 3lfFFTCft I 31FTFf 
fRFTFFT FIT F^I f fFI FTF? % RTFT7TR Fipf F^t fFRTT t 3ffr 
25-10-72 24-10-73 %F^TFIF7T: 32 F40 f^F^tTFRFr RT 

W f I ZFFIT F^ Ft FI^FT f % ^rfFFT Fit RfRt Ft^ TF % FTt£ 
^ °m 4iFFTIt FIT 5’^j'Jl IFiFl Fldl % 4)f4i FfFF FlFTTT TRFf % 
fFFR^ZF% FT^F F?f fFRTT f I Fl4f TFltfFF 3TFFRT ?t FFT 

FT 3fr ZF 31FRF FlPld FR f^FT FFT FT ^F F7RFT fFFfFF Fft 
fFRTT FFT I 

9. FTFf 43R74 7NF-FF %4 f 6 4' F F t FUT fFRTT t IF! 

F^l FFT 3RF 35 cttF fFcFFTF FF^FT, 75 ^TT TFitfFF ^RZ "4 
3FTRF FTR Fir 4 I ^TT FFT ^ 3TFTFf %^F FIFF Fit ^t?ft t 

fFIFTFf %^TF 25-10-72 T^ 24-10-73 %F«F fFIR FR FFT 
FITF % 3TTFR FT ZiR fFFfFcf FRF % fZTR WffFF tRZ fFTFT FFT 
FT, fFRgZF^’F^ 3iFRF W FFT ^F FFTF ZRt T^FT ^ fF^ITfl^ 
FR fRFT FFT I 

10. FTFf % "STF 3TF^ ?r4l TTF ? 4 f ff FTFFtF IpRTcT ZRR 
'FTFTRTF FIT ‘ ; FTF^ T zfTT 11 1987 (II) ReT. TTRf. 304-3T?#T 
RF. FFIT7T FFTF ‘^jfWT 3lfFI ^SFT ’' FT^TT fFRTT FFT 11 ^F 
Fih< 4 Pf ?TfFFI Fit 4<4l ^TTFTF % 3TTFR FT tFFT WF % 71FTRT 
FR ^ FFt 4t I fFR^ 7RFFF FTFRT ^F FT? % RSF F^f f I 
FTFf Fit 3ft7 ^ ^FF 'FN^v.id FTFFfF FRTFRTT ^FTFTeTF 
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#. ZTR. 1988 (2) #. TJ. #. 483-#Z%Z RTZRTZZTR 
^pRH #rzt 

% fzzfzz #z zt #z zt zzzr % rrsrz# 1i fei w ^r 

ZR? ZiT HIHRTT Z# % t TTTsff zt •#! r! HlddW Z^d^dl Z^ 

^ Z# ZiZ£Wid zt #T7* # *ZBI<£$d 
feiqqi, ^ ^1 ^iq^zid % cfzq 4t ?^qc! 414^ %H'*4f 
3fzzt i m: zzz ## ^rq^j|<i Tmrf ztzt^ Ti?rzcii z# 

zfzmfi. 

ii. zt# zzz? #z??zrl fzrzr# 240 ftz d* ^iwk 
itzr T't ZR ct # #T 2-5-77 r! f#TT Ztfer -gaz?# ZTTT 
25-T^^wntoz^Tf^T^ fd'ZtffzdZRfcq! m i arzr# 
ZiT <*)?ZI 1? f#ZT# zt 30-5-76 TlTft^ZTTl Pi^lRiO ZRf#TT 
* iZT ZT #7 <5$ i)ZI fZ'ZTFRTZ Z> *£#1# 12 Ml? "f 240 ftZ zt 
ffZT ^ZR^TTRTTf#! ZRZI #11 I 3TZ't c|4i ZTZ^id 

1992 (1 ) ^ 223-tt Rid sj^faZT, ZR^ W 
«ldw #^c1 f^. Q-^Hci, ^TZgRRZ 3RZ, 3TTT. ZcT. •S«r^. 
2000 (4) TT3T. 297 g#IZR ZZTR R^R 3TFF TTZ., II (2002) 
ZRT. TT^T. zt. 154 (ZR. #.) r \^\ Tift TV. #ftRRZZTRRRT. zt, 
?[#R#ZZT2004 ZRT. #. #. (ZZT^ZRO 1062-^RiM^ 
ztr,, Z#di®IR «|4W zlpiqi#’ y^ci Iz^ZZI? I?Z -dide;## 
tf TTRi-fm zzz zz z^cm ^ttziztz srt z? yftqifSci 
M'PIZl tf##RZTZtz? Rlfad ZRdr|f#'3Rt Adi ftniRd 
zt IZTf^T % ^cfqrtT 12 ZT? tf 240 ftZ zt #ZT g4 ZR eft #1 
^Kidd Hid<t "t '5?T a ff t 2-5-77 t! <HMdl Pi^iRH §)Hi 
ZZTZ7 11 Z?fa Rtz#R 3 ZR# Z? Z??T t f# 25-10-72 # 
1-5-77 <fZ> 'ZRI t Z5# IZZTt #k ?R t Zizfz %3Z3R 25-10- 
72 # 24-10-73 %Z*Z 240 far# #ZzrZIFf f#Zit I aRZI# 

% ^F1 7Z*5Z f^F^rr f #T Zr?T 11# ZT# t 30-5-76 ZZnt 
z#t#zrt zzr 21-12-72 ^ 21 -1-73 ?r^32 f^r^ 28-3-73 ' 
^ 7-5-75. trar 40 f^r «r«K zff fen 11 ^ 

eRf ^ZZqf^^Ff^TTTTf I ZTI^ff TF5TopTR % 

' Wf*^ %% 5 ^ Wt ^Ff ^ 30-5-76 
^%<+<r1 ■q^Z, ZTFRT 3RI TfaRJRZ ZFR f^RT RRT qi, 
ZR% f^RF Rf WT t % Z^ 1 - 5 - 7 7 ZZI taT 

11 ZTO?ff % T IRT? T^T. R^ffSR ^^ ^T t m«ff % 240 fSZ 

ci4i Zil4 4^1 Ml % zfft *i°l[^ Rf '5TT 2 ff % fzR^ "4" y 

i ZRfl^rfzT^RZTZ^R^Tqfz yt;l^i4 ZRRTRT't' I yq4 

■^oc^ 1 % Zi^ltZvT ^ \ ^ 5^4 ITSTf ^T ) 

29-5-76 ZZ7 H ^Rf ZRZI WH RZT % Zqi 30-5-76 
ZTRR5m-fr% ^Z^I 30-5-76 R°H*j,<W 4>R1I ^sfZPTT 

RRTt r^eRS 30-5-76 r 4^ ^l4 fS^f 

-efi ^ eft 240 fSZ Z# ZTT?t f I RTsff % Zn4 TIRR-RR % %T 
RI- 7 ^RSZF>ST^^ZRPTZTRIstI%'RWT^)RT 394 fSz^R^'feRT 
tlRl^%3m^i^IRM%%Z. 3^25-10-72^24-10-73 
cr^%R. ZTT -3^ f^oRuj -4' 292 fSz ^t 4 ZFRZTZRTRT f I ^R cRS 
3 TTTRf % ?RT ZRIRqf % 3T#T ^RT 394 fSZ ZIFf RRZT ^ZRTT 


RRT t, ZR^ ^ 25-10-72 ^ 24-10-73 crZI%R«R fRIRRTJ 292 
. ZIFt fqZR ZiR zr ^ ?tR 102 Zipf fS^Ri ®r^ i?! zr?4^ 
RTT«ff ^T % zrfWJZf ^ ZRHf % ZRJRfR mf % 3.0- 5- 76 % 
■^rff 240 fSz (1^ ^ Z^f fen t ZT^^fS 2-5-77 
ZR^Z5Ff^fzt2-5-77%^R?ff RtZRf^240^ZZZ7 
Z^zfffzznt. ^fR^^yir^d m 30-5-76 

% ^ ^ ^r4Z#f^Zl tri f l ZRI^30-5-76 2-5-77 

ZZ7 m# ^T zn^ z€f 11 "aRff- % %^rt zflfe^r wi Izrit 

■f, 4l<s(f4i Zr 4> SRI °fiRUi'ZTJ R^Rf -S®^ 1 30-5-76 

ZZTStziRf dil.ZI ZRTT ZHZT ^"cRIT ZRH^f ^ Rtz^tZi^IZR^T ^ 
% TIT# % 30-5-76 ZZ7 # ^1#-Ml t I RT# % ^7T 

31-5-76 #t ^TlSZTZZT ^TTI ZRT: RITf#T Z#"^IRTT 

t %RT##t 2-5-77 #t#RT^ZZ f#ZrZZT qi t RT# 

Rflf#T ZT# RTZRT Z# RSI t f# ZR# ^ZT fTOTRTZ % 
12R^^, ZT#c^2-5-77 %-^Z# 12 RTFZRTZT 30-5-76 
12R1F^ 240 fSzZITZIT4ZRfcRTT#l 

12. ZRTT#Zq^ #Z#R^tfZT\fZ)\^‘-RI 2-5-77. 
Zft Reefed % RH^#t $#R1U. 30-5-76 ^ 

Zt Z##ZR[fZd #t ^ ^t zfR^RR^ 

ZZJTT ^TRT#ZZ Zff ZRRIZIZT t ZZT R1HZ1 TUf^T #% 
%Z t Zlk ZR# Z#RR#Tti ^TTZ^T ‘' 2003 Rt. 

(TFZ. ) ^. Rt. 424-R^l4)T ZZRSZZT ZZRT 4<P6Vf)< ’ ’ ZtZRJeT 

tziziti 



t 1 %Rt ZZRC ZIT RT#ZZ ZT# RW Z# 11 ZT# SKT 
RTTf#T Z# f#ZT ZZT t 1# ZR# 2-5-77 ZZ7 ZRIT# % Zff 


zTTZjfwzi #r^%rz f zi# i#zrt i "^rt# TzhOz-zt# rzz 

zt Rirez ZZ ZTfw#f WZIZRTT# % <Ru 4#^ Z^RTTf#T #c(T 
t f#ZT#zt 30-5-76 #t tZ'I^4d ZR f#TT RZT ZT I ZRT: W 
ZZZRZR #Z^RRTRTTZcTt# T ZZfftl 

14. ZT# #RZ> ZfjTR^cT#Zf#RSft1# ZKfe 

#fd) ZR#Z)fd^ ZI, Z^t RIZT t' Y^#ZZZR fall J IZl/^TZf# 
ZT# #1 ^ tf znt ZZ-ZTZRR Z# fSZT ZZTI ZTZI# ZIT Zf 

ZRTZtf#^. 21-12-81 Zt ^.Zdl'W. ZT ^RT RR^FZ t‘ RJZZT 
ZRTlf# ZR # Z# # zfh ZZZRR #. 1 % RZ-f zt Z#flZ 
ZRZIZT ZZT f I ZZZR Zf # Z# t i# ZT# Z ZRlfw ztl^ 
35 ^rfzRzTzt Rztfzz%RZ tf •3i'Hl , Z # 'Jilt % c frk u l 
ZRiZZTZZT ZrfZRTZZZTTt^TZZZRR#. 2 f ! W 3#^ tf Z^ 
RTOZTfzZ [+ZI zzrt f#^^zfzz#zt‘3z: RZtftzt^Z# 

^cZZr ZT RI^RTT I ZTCT: ZT# ^RT 34TZR ZR'# zt£ ZT^rtz ZPZ 
Zv# Z5T zrfqzfRt z# I 

15. Z^ T#f,d Z^Z t f# ZT# Z ZFZ 35 fzztf ZRliR^ 
#Rl#feZ ZT, R#IfdMtRZ^ZTZRZ#t%Z)I<u| tzi^dd ZR 
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fa? ^ ^ i % wr ttttftt if. -2 ^ 1 1 

FT% Tqcil^-H T^ FF FTFT FTTrfT % f°FT "STT^ff T 3TF oftfcfj' 

TjtffFF T 3TFTFTtfFFFt TF, 3 ^F: TFTtfFF $TT% f^T 
FTTtFT Hsfl f^T, W^t I FT cTTF ^ "5fI*TT TF FF °BTF fFT 3$ 
Wlfn*i t*tt % feTR t^iTi ■g.rtMi "FifFT ft, *4Wtt Itfi 
F^F Tff 1 1 IfT Ft TFT*h %5JTT TjyHt Td4 FT21-12-81- 
TF FT arm ^Rt TJyRT FTTfTI ^ TFt «ft MF^T W1FT< 
Ft. 1 ^ Fhft 11 ^ eft FTTTfTTF FF f^T Ft arfachifl SKI ^Ifhl 
% %( ^F: ^eTTFT TFT FT, TTTFh cTTFTFTFt T TFFTt % 
FFTF < 5 $ 4/tVf< T7% fH^[ hTI TT f^FT TFT I TFT FF ftwt 

TTTTFtTTTFtl 3TT: TTFt % TTT^ 3 TTT 25-Fft Tft 31F^F11 
FtTf Tt Tiff TTTT FTRTT % I 


16. TFPFf TF TF Tt Tfr % ITT FTTt ^ f^FFTH FF 

TTTcF 2-5-77 TFTcfTFT t Fit TTT 87 T' T^TFTTT'•TlFlRl c R 0 T 
F?t TTTT ^3F t FTtfo FTWT 9-10 TTTcT TT[ ^ 3TTTT 11 TTFt 
^ FT FF FF FFTF ^dlFI t % FRiRt^ FF c^fcTFT 

FT TT^t WRTFTt T TF TTTcFT 31TFT 3l)T FT 7TTT% 3TTFT TF 
TTTFF FTPF I'3Tm»ff TF TF FFTFFT t % ^ TTTFF TlcT ^ ^TF 
FT, FTRit W 3TTTR FT 'JT: FftfFF TFt fTTTT TfT TTFnTT 11 Wif 
TF-fT FF5PT T TF T^ t % ^rlrtWTFTTF fFFTF F3?I T 
F^TiMTTTFtf I 

17. FT TT^RT T HMfTf T^jrlH FIW1 ^ -FIF^FTT 
‘ ‘ 2000 ( 2 ) RT. Tt- Tt. 455-^TTFt ^FT %. *RTT %. Ft. 
TT^i^dcil % ^TT 6 ^f TFt fr^iF fRiMiRci fFVFI i? fFT Hindi 
’TIcT Ft ^FFt ^ ^TFTt FFTt ^ FT «TTR FT 33FTT % 

3TT ?rfeT^^TF^FT^f^TTTt, ^TFFFff I 3TF: FT 

3TTTT FT Ft FTf! TF TF TTTTF ^TcPt %F FFt % I 

18. 3TT: FFTt^fT FF'jyf fF%TR % 'STTTTTFT FTTf 9TfTF7 
3TF% TTT^ FTt TFm ^ T ^FFTT '3TTFTcT TFT t aftr TF 
dTFTFt fFTlFT^) fFiTTt FFFT TF 3T|FtF FTFT FF/t TF 
^TfTTFflTFft I 


FftTTTcf: TRcT TW, FT TFfcTF, F^ fFe# SKI TTtlFF 
TTT 3TfFfFFfF FT FT WT ^ITcT f^TT WcfT f %.3TTT«T! 
fFTte fefFFTFFT ^ "^FT, Ff^TT ^TT%, TTfef SET FTFt 
5?ftTT TT5T ^TTR ^TT fH^rH<1 FFf TTTTT F 3TT% T®TH FT fFFT^ 
2-5-77 ^T7BTtt'^TT^TTFTFTFFRTv3T3f%FTF3T^TF^% •3^ 
FT^t ^Tf^FT fFTTTt FTFT FF ^T^cfTF FTFT FTTF ^F ■STfTFFft 
TFtfi 

%. %. T JFTT, 

M ftmt, 9 3TF^, 2006 

^r. 3Tr. 4222. —^VjlfTTt ^TfrfFTT, 1947 (1947 
FF 14) Fftt TTTT 17 % -ST^TTW T*, % s Ft 7 T TRFFT TTTFt^ 3TTfft^t 
'FTT F^FFT % FT’TFT % TT-TF fFTt^t TF% % 


^rgFT T ^rf^g r<WK T T(4?K 

STfTFFFT I, % W (tM TT5TT TTt.FTt.^.it.-48/ 
2000 ) ^FFTFfFTF TTTTt%, ^%rOf TT^FTTF 18-08-2006 
FTFT |>3TT qi I 

fT. 1^-11011/2/2000-3^ 3TK (f^T)] 
^t. FT. tfTF, 31FT TfTT 

NewDeltu, the 9th October, 2006 

S.O. 4222.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
48 of2000) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Coluit-I, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 18-08-2006. 

[No. L-l 1011/2/2000-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

Justice GhanshyamDass, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-48 of 2000 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Airports Authority of India 

Vs. 

AAI Engineering Association 

APPEAR4NCES 

For the Management : Mr. A. S. Patil, Adv. 

For the Union : Absent 

State * Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 18th day of August, 2006 
AWARD 

1. 'Ihis isa reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub-section 1 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (the Act 
for short) vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi OrderNo. L-l 101 l/2/2000-IR(M) dated 31-7-2000. 
The terms of reference given in the schedule are as 
follows: 

“Whether the action of the management of Airports 
Authority of India, International Airports Div., 
Mumbai by discriminating Technical Asstt. Gr. II 
(Electronic in pay-wise and promotion-wise in 
comparision to other similar cadres in Electrical, 
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Mechanical and Civil Wings is justified or not ? If 

not, what relief the Association, i.e. AAI Engineering 

Association. Mumbai is entitled to ?” 

2. The dispute w as raised by the Airport Authority 
of India Engineering Association, Mumbai Airport through 
its General Secretary'Mr. Sheikh N. D. Warsifor the workmen 
working as Technical Assistant, Gr. II (Electronics) w hich 
led to the instant reference by the Central Government. 
The Statement of claim was filed before this Tribunal 
through Mr. Sheikh N. D. Warsi, General Secretary on 
5-10-2000. The Airport Authority of India filed the written 
statement dt. 27-11 -2001 to deny the contentions raised by 
the Association. The issues were framed on the basis of 
the pleadings on 14-5-2002 by the then Presiding Officer of 
this Tribunal. The matter remained pending for hearing. 

3. Mr. Sheikh N.D. Warsi filed his own affidavit in 
lieu of his examination in chief on 10-6-2002. His cross- 
examination was under progress, but it could not be 
concluded since Mr. Sheikh N. D. Warsi did not make 
himself available. Mr. Warsi remained absent for sufficient 
long time. The notice was issued by the office of the 
Tribunal to Mr. Warsi to appear before the Tribunal for 
cross-examination. This notice was served personally upon 
Mr. Warsi for the date of hearing i.e. 21-7-2006 but 
Mr. Warsi did not appear. It appears that the Association is 
somehow not interested in pursuing with the matter for the 
reasons best known to it. The fact remains before me that 
Mr. Warsi is not appearing despite the fact that number of 
dates have been fixed for hearing. In this view of the matter, 
the affidavit of Mr. Warsi cannot be taken as a piece of 
evidence in support of the claim of the Assciation for which 
the dispute is being referred to by the Central Government. 

4. In view of the above, 1 do not find any evidence 
in favour of the Association and hence I have no other 
option but to conclude that the action of the management 
of Airport Authority of India, International Airports Div., 
Mumbai by discriminating Technical Asstt. Gr. II 
(Electronics) in pay-wise and promotion-wise in comparison 
to other similar cadres in Electrical, Mechanical and Civil 
Wings is justified and the Association is not entitled to 
any relief from this Tribunal at this juncture.. ■ 

The Award is made accordingly. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
11 2006 

cFT. OT. 4223. —1947 (1947 
"3?T 14) riRT 17 % tH'hK tpgl 'iics * 11^*1 

«Tl■*=!, 

eFTcfa 35/2002) Wf?RT 

t, ^ 9-10-2006 I 

[ri. T^-29011/2/2002-3TT$ 3TR (fafat*)] 
mm. ^rfa'S, 


New Delhi, the 11th October; 2006 

S.O. 4223. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 35/ 2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofHutti Gold Mines and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 9-10-2006. 

[No. L-2901 l/2/2002-IR(M)3 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated: 28th August, 2006 
PRESENT: 


Shri A R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 


C.R No. 35/2002 


I Party 


II Party 


Sh. C. Ramachandrappa. 
C/o Shri Fathirajan, 
President, HGML 
Chitradurga Gold 
Union, P B No. 4, 
CHITRADURGA. 


The Deputy General Manager, 
M/s. Hutti Gold Mines, 
Chitradurga Gold Unit, 
PBNo.4, 

CHITRADURGA 


APPEARANCES 


I Party Shri H. N. Venkatesh, Advocate 

II Party : Smt. Usha Rani, Advocate 

AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 
2 A of the Section lOofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide Order No. L-29011/2/2002-IR (M) 
dated 18-07-2002 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the industrial dispute raised by HGML 
Chitradurga Gold Unit Employees Association 
against the management of Hutti Gold Mines Co. 
Ltd., over anomalies in promotion in the case of 
Sh. C. Ramachandrappa justified ? If so, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the first party w orkman w hose case 
has been espoused by Hutti Gold Mines Limited, 
Chitradurga Gold Unit Employees Association as made 
out, in the claim statement, in brief is that he joined the 
services of the management as a Disc Clerk on 26-07-1974 







9094 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER28,2006/KAKTIKA 6,1928 


[PartII—Sec. 3(ii)j 


and after having opted for VRS, his servies came to be 
relieved on 23-11-2001. He contended that on account of 
promotion anomalies he raised the dispute with the 
management that he has been denied promotion in 
preference to many of his juniors promoted on 28-08-2000. 
He made representation immediately thereafter on 27-06-2000 
and again on 28-06-2000 when another batch of his juniors 
were promoted denying him the legitimate right of his 
promotion. Had lie been promoted he would have got more 
benefits towards gratuity and other service benefits; that 
one Mr. E. P. Thippeswamy and others who are juniors to 
him have been promoted as per order dated 27-06-2000 and 
28-06-2000 and therefore he requested the management to 
accord notional promotion to him and to pay all monetary 
benefits: that the action of the management in denying 
promotion to him while giving promotion to his juniors 
during 2000 was illegal and therefore direction may be given 
lo the management tp promote lumsetting right the anomaly 
in promotion and to pay him consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its counter statement, among, 
other grounds contended that first party was working as a 
Disc Clerk and after having op'ted for V R S, his V R S 
application was accepted and was relieved from the 
management company w.e.f. 24-11-2001 and all his dues 
have been settled and therefore now he cannot raise an 
Industrial Dispute and it is liable to be rejected as not 
maintainable: that due to acute financial crises coupled 
w ith non-availability of graded ore to sustain the unit the 
company was making all its efforts to guide the destiny of 
the mine as nearly 500 employees were depended on its 
unit and therefore management offered V R S for the 
employees: that the 1 party who was working as Disc Clerk 
was not diligent in his performance and whittled aw'ay the 
opportunities provided to him to work as a Canteen 
Supervisor but his performance was not good even as a 
Canteen Supervisor, therefore, he was again taken back to 
original post of Disc Clerk. He was also tried as a Time 
Section but has never shown interest in his work, he was 
unable to perform his duties and whereas said Mr. E. P. 
Thippeswamy was capable of handling work independently 
and was efficient w ith his good performance, therefore, 
(hough he was junior to the I part) but keeping in view his 
efficiency, skill, knowledge etc., was promoted. That the 
committee w ill recommend promotions as promotions are 
based on seniority and efficiency' but the I party' was not 
found eligible to be considered for promotion despite given 
him sufficient opportunity to improve his work and 
performance, that in view of the VRS introduced by the 
management, the 1 party had opted for V R S and his 
application'having been accepted, he has been relieved 
from duties, therefore, he cannot raise present dispute and 
therefore the reference is liable to the dismissed. 

4 The 1 party w orkman in support of his case filed 
his affidavit evidence by wav of e.\amination-in-chief 
reiten ting the averments made by him in his claim statement 


stating that he opted for V R S as more than 27 juniors to 
him were promoted from workmen cadre in the post to Disc 
Clerk to the post of Second Division Clerk and his seniority 
was overlooked. He further stated that on account of denial 
of promotion to him there has been a great financial loss 
and mental agony suffered by the I party. In his cross- 
examination he denied the suggestion that his performance 
as a Disc Clerk was not satisfactory and so also his 
performance as a Canteen Supervisor was not found 
satisfactory and that despite the opportunity given to him 
to improve his performance he failed to do so. He denied 
the suggestion that there is a departmental committee to 
assess the performance of the workman for the purpose of 
promotion and said Thippeswamy though happened to be 
his junior got promotion on account of his performance of 
the work and that promotion was being given on the basis 
of the performance by the employees concerned. He 
admitted that he has taken VRS and had taken 
compensation but denied the suggestion that his dispute 
subsequent to V R S is not maintainable. In his further 
examination-in-chief following 11 documents have been 
marked at Ex W-1 to Ex W-l 1: 

“1. Copy of Certificate of service dt. 18-12-2001 

2. List of workers promoted dt. 27-6-2000 

3. List of workers promoted dt. 28-8-2000 

4. Promotion order dt. 28-7-2000 of S. Siddappa 

5. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of P. S. Nagendra 
Reddy and Sri B. R. Manjunatha 

6. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of Sri Rajappa 
and V V. Chandran 

7. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of Sint. P. V. 
Vmaikutty 

8. Promotion order dt. 12-7-2000 of M. Vijaya 
Kumar and Sri G. K. Govinda Reddy 

9. Promotion order dt. 12-7-2000 of P. R. 
Siddallingappa 

10. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of G. Suresh 

11. 2 salary’ slips in originals pertaining to fparty 
for the month of October 2001 and November 
2001 " 

5. The Management on its behalf filed an affidavit 
of Deputy Manager (Personnel), reiterating the various 
contentions taken by it in the Counter Statement resisting 
the claim of the I party’. In his examination-in-chief following 
10 documents were marked at Ex M-l to Ex M-10: 

"1. Application by letter dt. 8-10-2001 by Mr. C. 
Ramachandrappa 

2. Acceptance of Voluntary’ Retirement Scheme 
Application dated 24-10-2001 
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3. Relieving Order by letter dt. 23-11-2001 

4. Undertaking given by C. Ramachandrappa 

5. Two settlement vouchers of C. 
Ramachandrappa 

6. Application for gratuity by C. Ramachandrappa 

7. Gratuity settlement receipt of C. 
Ramachandrappa 

8. Personnel Card of C. Ramachandrappa 
containing two pages 

9. Office Order by Idler dt. 15*4-2000 with regard 
to work allocation 

10. Procedure for promotional Roster letter dt. 
3-4-2000.” 

and there was no cross-examination to this witness on 
behalf of the I party, he being discharged as he and his 
counsel remained absent when the case was taken up for 
his cross-examination. 

6. When the matter was taken up for final arguments 
on merits on 3-8-2006,1 party and his counsel remained 
absent and after hearing the learned counsel for the 
management case is posted for this day for award. 

7. Learned Counsel for the management argued that 
first of all the present dispute is not maintainable, it being 
raised in the year 2002 when the I party was not in the 
service of the management having been relieved from duties 
under V R S and far back as 23-11-2001. It was further 
argued that the promotion policy of the management is 
based upon Seniority-cum-Performance and since the 
I party as a Disc Clerk or as a Canteen Supervisor did not 
improve his performance, he was not considered for 
promotion and whereas performance of his juniors being 
found satisfactory, they have been promoted in preference 
to the I party. She also contended that the statement of the 
management witness speaking to the aforesaid facts has 
also gone unchallenged and undisputed there being no 
cross-examination for the I party and therefore the affidavit 
of the I party stating that he has been denied promotion 
il legally is liable to be rejected not being supported by any 
independent evidence and in the absence of the cross- 
examination of the management witness. 

8. After having gone through the records, I find 
substance in the arguments advanced for the management. 
As argued for the management, the mere affidavit of the I 
parti saying that he has been denied promotion illegally in 
preference to his Juniors cannot be taken a proof sufficient 
to suggest that the management acted illegally in denying 
him promotion in preference to his juniors. The documents 
produced by the I party at Ex W-l to Ex W-l 1 will not 
advance his cause any further. Ex W-l is the certificate of 


service dated 18-12-2001 and it is not relevant for the 
purpose except but to sugget that he has been relieved 
from service on 23-11-2001- under V R S scheme. The 
documents at Ex W-2 to Ex W-10 are the various order 
promoting other employees on various duties mentioned 
therein and these are the promotion orders taken place in 
the year 2000, the last document at Ex W-l 1 and the two 
pay slips in original of the management of October 2001 
and November 2001. Therefore, these documents will not 
help the case of the 1 party except to suggest that many of 
the Juniors have been promoted in the year 2000 in 
preference to his case for promotion. 

9. As noted above statement of the management 
witness and the documents produced by the management 
have gone unchallenged and undisputed. Particularly his 
evidence that performance of the I party was not found, 
satisfactory though he was given ample opportunities as a 
Disc Clerk and as a Canteen Supervisor. His statement that 
there is a Departmental Promotion Committee to look into 
the merits of the promotion based on the efficiency 7 in the 
work and the performance for recommendation of promotion 
in respect of any employee has again remained undisputed 
not being controverted there being no cross-examination 
to the said witness. The fact that I party has been relieved 
from duty w.e.f 23-11 -2001 after having adopted for V R S, 
infact has been very much admitted by the 1 party himself 
and therefore as argued for the management the reference 
on hand for the dispute raised by the I party in the 
year 2002 after having been relieved from service w.e.f. 
23-11-2001, first of all has to be dismissed as undisputedly 
as on the date he raised dispute was not the employee of 
the management: secondly on merits also there is absolutely 
no case made out by the I party that denial of Ids promotion 
by the management was illegal or arbitrary. As noted above, 
the statement of MW1 who had spoken to the fact that the 
performance of the I party as Disc Clerk and Canteen 
Supervisor was not found satisfactory and therefore his 
Juniors have been promoted has not ^een challenged or 
denied there being no cross-examinatipn to him on behalf 
of the 1 party, likewise his statement that it is the 
Departmental Promotion Committee who recommend for 
promotion based on efficient knowledge of work etc., and 
that I party was not found suitable for promotion by the 
said committee has again remained controverted there being 
no cross-examination to the said witness by the I party 7 . In 
the result, the reference on hand deserves no merits and 
therefore liable to be rejected. Hence, the following award. 

ORDER 

Reference stand dismissed. No orders to costs. 

(Dictated to L D C. transcribed by him. corrected and 
signed by me on 28th August, 2006). 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th October, 2006 

S.O. 4224. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 48/ 2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 4-9-2006. 

[Nu L-l 1011/2/2000-IR(M)] 
B. 4. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENT>iAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT * 

Justice GhanshyamDass, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIJ-48 of 2000 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Airport Authority of India 

Vs. 

AAI Engineering Association 
APPEARANCES 

For the Management Mr. A. S. Patil, Adv. 

For the Union : Absent 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 18th day of August, 2006 

AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under Clause (d) of Sub-section 
(1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (the 
Act for short) vide Government of India, Ministry of 


Labour, New Delhi Order No. L-11011/2/2000-IR (M) 
dated 31-7-2000. The terms of reference given in the 
schedule are as follows : 

“Whether the action of the management of Airports 
Authority of India, International Airports Div., 
Mumbai by discriminating Technical Asstt. Gr. II 
(Electronics) in pay-wise and promotion-wise in 
comparison to other similar cadres in Electrical, 
Mechanical and Civil Wings is justified or not ? If 
not, what relief the Association i.e. AAI Engineering 
Association, Mumbai is entitled to ?” 

2. The dispute was raised by the Airport Authority 
of India Engineering Association, Mumbai Airport through 
its General Secretary, Mr. Sheikh N. D. Warsi for the 
workmen working as Technical Assistant, Gr II (Electronics) 
which led to the instant reference by the Central 
Government. The Statement of claim was filed before this 
Tribunal through Mr. Sheikh N. D. Warsi, General Secretary 
on 5-10-2000. The Airport Authority of India filed the written 
statement dt. 27-11 -2001 to deny the contentions raised by 
the Association. The issues were framed on the basis of 
the pleadings on 14-5-2002 by the then Presiding Officer of 
this Tribunal. The matter remained pending for hearing. 

3. Mr. Sheikh N.D. Warsi filed his own affidavit in 
lieu of his examination in chief on 10-6-2002. His cross- 
examination was under progress, but it could not be 
concluded since Mr. Sheikh N. D. Warsi did not make 
himself available. Mr. Warsi remained absent for sufficient 
long time. The notice was issued by the office of the 
Tribunal to Mr. Warsi to appear before the Tribunal for 
cross-examination. This notice was served personally upon 
Mr. Warsi for the date of hearing i.e. 21-7-2006 but 
Mr. Warsi did not appear. It appears that the Association is 
somehow not interested in pursuing with the matter for the 
reasons best known to it. The fact remains before me that 
Mr. Warsi is not appearing despite the fact that number of 
dates have been fixed for hearing. In this view of the matter, 
the affidavit of Mr. Warsi cannot be taken as a piece of 
evidence in support of the claim of the Association for 
which the dispute is being referred to by the Central 
Government. 

4. In view of the above, I do not find any evidence 
in favour of the Association and hence I have no other 
option but to conclude that the action of the management 
of Airport Authority of India, International Airports Div., 
Mumbai by discriminating Technical Asstt. Gr. II 
(Electronics) in pay-wise and promotion-wise in comparison 
to other similar cadres in Electrical, Mechanical and Civil 
Wings is justified and the Association is not entitled to 
any relief from this Tribunal at this juncture. 

The Award is made accordingly. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th October, 2006 

S.O. 4225.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. ITC-1/ 
98) of the Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Central Warehousing Corporation, 
Ahmedabad and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on September, 2001. 

[No. L-42012/1/1997-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SMT.N.J.SHELAT,INDUSTR1AL 
TRIBUNAL (CENTRAL) AT AHMEDABAD 

Ref. (iTQNo. 1 of 98 

ADJUDICATION 

BETWEEN 

Central Warehousing Corporation, 

Ahmedabad. ... Firstparty 

Vs. 

The workmen employed under it. ... Second party 

In the matter of termination of Smt. Manjulaben 
KeshavlalParmarw.e.f. 3-4-1995. 

APPEARANCES 

Shri Shirish M. Pandit, learned Advocate for the 
firstparty. 

Shri B. B. Thesla, learned Advocate for the second 
party. 

AWARD 

By an order No. L-42012/1/97-IR (Misc.) dated 
2nd January, 1998 the Govt of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Dehi has referred an Industrial dispute for adjudication 
stated in the Schedule of above order between the above 


parties in exercise of powers conferred u/s. 10( 1 )(d) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 initially to the Industrial 
Tribunal of Shri P. R. Desai and thereafter, finally, it was 
transferred to this Tribunal by an appropriate order of the 
Government. The dispute pertains to the termination of 
one Smt. ManjulabenKeshavial Parmar, w.e.f. 3-4-1995 from 
the services of the Corporation as is mentioned in the 
schedule attached to the order of reference. 

The exact terms of reference is as under: 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Warehousing Corporation in terminating the services 
of Smt. Manjulaben Keshavial Parmar w.e.f. 34-1995 
is justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. The second part} 7 workman has filed her statement 
of claim vide Ex 3 inter alia contending that she is woridng 
with the first party Corporation since 1988 as-a daily 
labourer, faithfully and deligently; that she has completed 
240 days m each year and that her past service record is 
clean and blotless; that she has to work as per the 
instructions of the officer and that her timings of duty 
hours were from morning 10 am. to evening 6 p.m.; that her 
work was being supervised by the officers of the first party; 
that her services were terminated by an oral order dated 
34-95 as she demanded her legal rights; that when her 
services were terminated she was not given any notice/ 
notice pay or retrenchment compensation as prescribed 
under Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947; 
that after her services were terminated new persons were 
woridng with the first party Corporation; that she is ready 
to resume her duties; that she has not found any other job 
after her services were terminated, that she has prayed 
that the oral order dated 34-95 of the firstparty Corporation 
is illegal and improper and she should be reinstated on her 
original post with continuity of services and full back' 
wages. 

3. (a) The first party Corporation has filed its written 
statement vide Ex. 9 inter alia denying various contentions 
raised by the second party workman aiid has submitted 
that the second party used to attend herself as a labour 
mukadam elsewhere and this fact has been suppressed 
deliberately, purposely and intentionally before the Hon’ble 
Industrial Tribunal and hence the claim of the second party 
deserves to be dismissed with cost; that the second party 
very well knows from the very beginning that she was 
neither a full time nor a part time employee of the Central 
Warehousing Corporation, but she used to attend Central 
Warehousing Corporation only for casual work; that she is 
the labour contractor; that she used to supply labourers 
only quarterly in a year and sometimes in feet she was 
engaged by a labour mukadam to attend purely casual and 
unanticipated work on casual basis; that in fact she was 
never appointed as an employee of the Corporatioh; that 
therefore there is no direct employer-employee relationship; 
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that she had been working as contractor for supplying 
casual labourers for the purpose of intermiftant fumigation 
etc.: that the second party cannot be considered as a 
workman under any circumstances and the second party is 
not a workman as per the definition of any labour laws and 
under Section 25 of the I.D. Act and hence the claim of the 
second party is liable to be dismissed with cost. 

3. (b) It is submitted by the first party that the Central 
Warehousing Corporation is a Govt, of India undertaking 
functioning under the Ministry 7 of Food, incorporated under 
the Act of Parliament; that the Corporation has its own 
recruitment rules and sendee conditions duly approved by 
the Government and notified in the Gazette of India; that 
the services of the employees of the Corporation are 
governed by these recruitmentrules and service conditions; 
that the second party workman was not engaged by the 
Corporation either as a daily-rated or as a casual worker; 
that as the second party was not engaged by the 
Corporation and hence the question of terminating her 
services does not arise; that there was no employer- 
employee relationship between the claimant and the 
Corporation; that the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act 
are not attracted and the question of her reinstatement 
does not arise. 

3 . (c) The first party Corporation has further stated 
that it has been ascertained from the old records that the 
second party was engaged as a labour mukadam 
intermitt ant ly to attend purely casual and unanticipated 
work; that the second party was never engaged by the 
Corporation in the capacity of employee as per the rules of 
the Corporation. It is submitted by the first party that the 
second party' was a petty contractor supplying casual 
labourers to the first party 7 for the purpose of carrying out 
only purely casual and unanticipated work on casual basis 
i.e. intermittant fumigation work etc.; that the necessary 
documentary evidence may be produced by the first party 
at the time of evidence if required by the Hon’ble Tribunal 
at the time of the hearing of this case. The first party has 
prayed that the statement of claim made by the second 
party' may not be entertained being baseless and unjustified 
and the reference is liable to be dismissed with cost. 

4. Vide Ex. 10 the second party workman 
Smt., Manjulaben K. Parmar has submitted an application 
on 25-9-99 stating that wage registers or vouchers 
pertaining to the year 1993—1995 and the agreement 
between the second party and the first party 7 , if any, be 
produced before this Court. A copy of this application for 
production of documents is received by the first party and 
an endorsement is made to that effect on the application 
Ex 10. It is pertinent to note here that the learned Advocate, 
who is on record of this case, has riot signed this application 
Ex. 10, but it has been submitted under the signature of the 
second party workman herself. It is also pertinent to note 
here that no order is passed on this application Ex. 10. 


5. The first party has produced the documents called 
for by the second party workman vide Ex. 15. A copy of 
this production application Ex. 15 alongwith copies of the 
documents are received by the second party workman and 
an* endorsement is made to that effect by the learned 
Advocate of the second party workman on 30-4-99. There 
is al so a nother e ndorsem en t made on Ex. 15 on 21 -1-2000; 

,. - _.. LCIA I _o .W-AOml* : y 
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That it is found that the application Ex. 15 is dated 
12-4-99 while the two different endorsements made on this 
application on two different dates namely 30-4-99 & 
21-1-2000 respectively by two different signatories. As 
desired by the second party workman, all the vouchers 
produced byfirstpartyvide Ex. 15 are exhibited. It is found 
that as all the documents called for by the second party 
workman are producedhy the first p arty. The second p arty 
workman has not pressed for any order below Ex. 10. 

6. (a) Thereafter Smt. ManjulabenICeshavlal Parmar. 
the concerned workman has been examined on oath vide 
Ex. 16 and she has stated in her examination-in-chief that 
she has worked with the first party Corporation for seven 
years as a labourer and her working hours were from 
9.45 in the morning to 6.00 in the evening; that she has 
worked as a packer, cleaner and fumigator etc.; that her 
work was of permanent nature; that she was being paid by 
the Corporation; that she was being instructed by one 
J. T. A Sahib; that J. T. A. Sahib was supervising her work; 
that she was not given any identity card or wage slip; that 
in the beginning she was paid Rs. 10 per day and thereafter 
she was being paid Rs. 15, and thereafter Rs. 20; that when 
she went to work on 3-4-95, the Manager declined to give 
her woik; that she was not given any reason for not giving 
her work; that she was not given any notice or notice pay 
or compensation at the time of her termination; she has 
stated that it is not true that she was working under the 
contractor; she has further stated that it is not true that she 
was working as a contractor or permanent labourer from 
outside; she has further stated in her chief examination 
that the type of work she was doing is being continued by 
another two ladies and that out of which one lady’s name 
is Santokben. She has further stated that she has worked 
continuously for seven years; that she was getting leave 
whenever the first party declared leave; that she has not 
found any other job. 

(b) The learned Advocate for the first party has cross- 
examined the second party Smt. Manjulaben Keshavial 
Parmar. In her cross-examination she has stated that it is 
not true that she was going to the first party Corporation 
only during season to clean rice and wheat. She has further 
stated that she was working as a dust operator; that there 
are 15 godowns and that there were four persons working 
with her and that three persons were from the first party 
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Corporation; that Ratansinh, Chauhan and Kantibhai were 
from the first party Corporation and that she was the only 
lady and that four of them were paid by the office and that 
they were paid by 30th of each month; that she was being 
paid on stamped paper, while the other three persons were 
paid by the office along with other workers of the office; 
that she was being paid only for the days on which she 
was working and that she was paid in this way from 1978 to 
1995 She has identified her signatures on vouchers 
produced by the first party and which were exhibited as 
Ex. 17 to 44.’ 

6(c) She has admitted in her cross-examination that 
she has gone to work with the first party not in response to 
any advertisement. She has further admitted that she had 
not applied for the job and that her interview was not 
conducted and that she has not received any appointment 
order. She has further admitted that from 1978 to 1995 she 
has not given any written complaint. She has further stated 
in her cross-examination that she was receiving sometimes 
Rs. 270 and sometimes Rs. 250 by way of daily wage 
@ Rs. 10 per day ; that she was working under the instruction 
ofShri J. TO. Sahib and doing the work of fumigation efc. 
She has stated that she was working for 17 years, but during 
that ti me she has never gone to the Court. She has admitted 
that it is true that she has not signed in the books of Central 
Warehousing Corporation, where as she was being paid 
by the Central Warehousing Corporation. 

7. The second party has closed her evidence vide 

Ex. 45. 

8. The learned advocate for the first party has 
submitted a purshis stating that they do not want to lead 
any oral evidence in the matter. 

9. Vide Ex. 48, the learned advocate for the second 
party workman has submitted her written arguments. 

10. Thereafter there are some adjournment 
applications and vide Ex. 50 on 13-8-01 the learned 
advocates for the second party workman has submitted a 
purshis stating that they do not want to orally argue the 
case as they have submitted their written arguments in the 
matter. Thereafter the learned advocate for the first party 
Corporation was heard. 

11.1 have gone through the records and papers of 
the case and have considered the arguments of both the 
parties written as well as oral and find that this reference is 
required to be rejected, in view of the fact that the second 


party workman has failed to establish her case; that she 
was employed by the first party Corporation and that she 
was a permanent employee doing the work of a permanent 
nature. From the documentary evidence produced by the 
first party and also from the oral evidence produced by the 
second party workman, it is found that the second party 
workman was doing temporary work of a casual nature as 
and when required by the first party Coropration. The 
second party workman has also failed to establish that she 
has worked continuously for 240 days in any year with 
first party Corporation. It is found from the perusal of the 
documentary evidence produced by the first party 
Corporation that she was working as a casual worker and 
she was being paid daily wages. It is the duty of the second 
party workman to prove her case as per her statement of 
claim before this Tribunal. It is found that she has admitted 
in her cross-examination that she was paid daily wages of 
Rs. 10 and later on Rs. 15 on the days on which she was 
working. She has further admitted in her cross-examination 
that she has not applied to the first party Corporation and 
that she has not been interviewed by the first party 
Corporation and that she has not received any appointment 
letter from the first party Corporation on appointing her on 
any permanent post. It is the case of the first party 
Corporation that the second party was doing contingent 
work and was being paid on voucher for the days on which 
she was doing such contingent work. While it is the case 
of the second party workman that she was working for the 
first party Corporation and was doing work of a permanent 
nature. From the perusal of the records and papers, it is 
found that the second party workman was doing casual 
work and that her work was not of a permanent nature and 
that she was not appointed by the first party Corporation 
on any permanent post and therefore the question of 
terminating services with effect from 3-4-95 by the first 
party Corporation does not arise in considered opinion. In 
this view of the matter and under the facts and 
circumstances of the case as discussed hereinabove I pass 
following order. 

ORDER 

The reference stands dismissed. The workman 
Smt. Manjulaben Keshavlal Pannar is not entitled to any 
relief. No order as to cost. 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated Sept, 2001 

N. J. SHELAT, Industrial Tribunal 
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